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ABSTRACT: The Defense National Stockpile Center is responsible for the disposition of stockpiled 
items declared excess to national defense needs.  The United States Congress has determined that the U.S. 
Department of Defense no longer needs to maintain a stockpile of mercury due to the increased use of 
mercury substitutes and due to increases in the nation’s secondary production (i.e., recovery/recycling).  
This excess commodity grade mercury was offered for sale in open competitions until 1994 when 
concerns over mercury accumulation in the global environment prompted the Defense National Stockpile 
Center to suspend sales.  The Defense National Stockpile Center inventory of mercury (approximately 
4,890 tons; 4,436 metric tons) is currently stored in enclosed warehouses at four sites in the United States.  
As custodian of the mercury, the Defense National Stockpile Center must decide on a strategy for long-
term management of this material.  In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and 
Defense Logistics Agency Regulation 1000.22, Environmental Considerations in Defense Logistics 
Agency Actions in the United States, the Defense National Stockpile Center has prepared the Final EIS to 
evaluate the environmental impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives for long-term management (i.e., 
40 years) of the excess mercury.  The alternatives are: (1) no action, i.e., maintaining storage at the four 
existing sites; (2) consolidation and storage at one of the current DNSC mercury storage sites or at one of 
three other candidate locations; and (3) sale of the mercury inventory.  The agency’s preferred alternative 
is consolidated storage.  The Final EIS describes the potential environmental, human health, and 
socioeconomic impacts of these alternatives, together with cost considerations.  Several treatment 
technologies were considered as possible alternatives for mercury management.  Based on the immaturity 
of bulk mercury treatment technologies and the lack of an EPA-approved path forward for treatment and 
disposal of elemental mercury, this alternative is not considered viable and is not evaluated in detail in the 
EIS. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS: In preparing the Final EIS, the Defense National Stockpile Center considered 
comments received during the scoping period (February 5, 2001, to June 30, 2001) and during the 
comment period on the Draft EIS (April 11, 2003, to July 18, 2003).  Comments received on the Draft 
EIS after the close of the comment period were also considered. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

 

1.1 BACKGROUND 
 
In April 2003, the Defense National Stockpile Center (DNSC) published the Draft Mercury Management 
Environmental Impact Statement (MM EIS) (DLA 2003).  In accordance with the provisions of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related Council on 
Environmental Quality and Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 
through 1508 and DLAR 1000.22, respectively), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
DLA announced the availability of the Draft MM EIS in Federal Register (FR) notices (68 FR 17801 
[EPA 2003] and 68 FR 17786 [DLA 2003]) and invited interested parties to provide comments.   
 
Prior to publication of the Draft MM EIS, members of the Interagency Working Group reviewed the 
document and provided comments to DNSC.  The Interagency Working Group is composed of members 
representing the U. S. Department of Energy (DOE), Department of Commerce, EPA, U.S. Geological 
Survey, and Department of Health and Human Services.  In addition, under their roles as cooperating 
agencies, DOE and EPA concurred on the MM EIS for publication.  
 

1.2 THE PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 
 
The Draft MM EIS or the Executive Summary was distributed to more than 830 individuals and 
organizations, including appropriate state clearinghouses and regulatory agencies.  NEPA regulations 
mandate a minimum 45-day comment period after the publication of the EPA’s Notice of Availability of a 
draft EIS to provide an opportunity for the public to comment.  The comment period on the Draft 
MM EIS began on April 11, 2003, and provided the public with more than twice the required number of 
days to comment.  Additionally, in response to public request to extend the comment period, the deadline 
for transmittal of comments was extended informally from July 18, 2003 (as stated in the Federal 
Register), to September 2, 2003.  DNSC continued to address late comments to the extent practicable in 
preparing the Final MM EIS.  All comments were considered, and the issues and concerns raised are 
reflected in this document. 
 
Soon after the Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register, display advertisements were 
prominently placed in local newspapers of potentially affected areas to communicate the availability of 
the Draft MM EIS to the public.  Prior to each public meeting, except in Washington, D.C., display 
advertisements were placed in local newspapers.  The advertisements, which were run on one weekday 
and one weekend day, provided specific information about the time, place, and format of the meetings; 
location of local information repositories; and various mechanisms for submitting comments.  Postcards 
were also sent to households in the immediate vicinity of potentially affected sites announcing the same 
information. 
 
Information about DNSC and copies of the Draft MM EIS, Executive Summary, and Draft Human Health 
and Ecological Risk Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 
were available during and after the comment period at 15 information repositories (typically located in 
local libraries) and via the MM EIS Web site (www.mercuryeis.com).  Additional information materials 
available for review included fact sheets and the MM EIS newsletter.  The MM EIS Web site also 
contains a photo gallery and links to other mercury-related Web sites. 
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A comment document is a comment or set of 
comments submitted by an individual or 
organization.  Examples of comment 
documents include letters, emails, voice mail 
messages, faxes, and meeting transcripts. 

1.3 PUBLIC MEETINGS 
 
During the comment period, DNSC held seven meetings to discuss the proposed action and receive oral 
and written comments on the Draft MM EIS.  The meetings were held in the communities that could be 
affected by the proposed actions, as well as in Washington, D.C.  The meeting schedule and estimated 
attendance at each meeting are presented in Table 1–1.  The attendance is based on the number of 
registration forms completed and returned to DNSC at each meeting and may not reflect all those who 
attended. 
 

Table 1–1.  Meeting Schedule and Estimated Attendance 
Meeting Location Date Attendance 

New Haven, Indiana May 20, 2003 140 

Niles, Ohio May 22, 2003 15 

Hawthorne, Nevada June 10, 2003 3 

Tooele, Utah June 12, 2003 9 

Hillsborough, New Jersey June 17, 2003 43 

Washington, D.C. June 24, 2003 6 

Oak Ridge, Tennessee July 1, 2003 14 

Total 230 
 
An independent facilitator was present at each meeting to direct and clarify discussions and comments.  A 
court reporter also was present at each meeting to record the proceedings.  Sign-language interpreters 
were available for the hearing impaired.  Transcripts of the meetings are available at the 15 information 
repositories listed on the project Web site (www.mercuryeis.com) and identified in the Federal Register 
notice (68 FR 17786). 
 
DNSC representatives were available to meet with the public for informal discussions before and after the 
meetings.  The interactive format included an exhibit area, a DNSC presentation, a public comment 
session, and a question and answer session.  Each meeting opened with a welcome from the facilitator, 
followed by a presentation on the proposed action by a DNSC representative.  This was followed by a 
comment session, during which attendees were given an opportunity to provide comments.  To ensure 
that all attendees were given an opportunity to speak, each person was limited to 5 minutes.  Commentors 
who required additional time were invited to speak again after everyone had an initial opportunity to 
provide comments.  Finally, the facilitator directed a question and answer session to give the audience a 
chance to ask about the material presented. 
 
At the public meetings, several means were available for commenting on the Draft MM EIS.  In addition 
to the public comment session, the court reporter remained available for those who wished to provide 
comments in a private setting.  Comment forms were available so individuals could provide written 
comments.  Five additional mechanisms were also available throughout the comment period to submit 
comments on the Draft MM EIS: email, toll-free fax and telephone, U.S. mail, and the MM EIS Web site. 
 

1.4 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT MM EIS 
 
DNSC received 295 comment documents 
containing 633 comments addressing a wide 
range of issues.  All comments submitted to 
DNSC during the comment period were given 
equal consideration in preparation of the 
Final MM EIS.  Comments determined to be 
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beyond the scope of the MM EIS are not addressed in the final EIS.  Table 1–2 lists the number of 
comment documents received by method of submission. 
 

Table 1–2.  Comment Documents by Submission Method 
Method Number of Comment Documents 

Email 14 

Fax 10 

Public Meetinga 86 

Telephone 85 

U.S. Mail 55 

Web Site 45 

Total 295 
a  Includes commentors providing oral or written comments. 

 
Upon receipt, all comment documents were assigned a sequential identification number used for tracking 
during the comment response process.  Oral comments presented at the meetings were transcribed, 
identified by the commentor’s name, and assigned an identification number.  All comment documents 
were then processed through the comment response system for inclusion in this document.  The comment 
documents were analyzed to discern specific comments, which were assigned to one of 30 issue 
categories to facilitate development of a response and provide an overview of the type of comments that 
DNSC received.  The number of comments assigned to each issue category is shown in Table 1–3. 
 

Table 1–3.  Comments by Issue Category 
Code Issue Category Number of Comments 

AC Alternative – Consolidated Storage  241 

AE Alternative – Eliminated  15 

AG Alternative – General  6 

AN Alternative – No Action  21 

AP Alternative – Preferred  10 

AS Alternative – Sales  18 

CB Cost/Benefit  13 

CR Cultural Resources  6 

DM Decisions to Be Made/Record of Decision  19 

DD Decontamination and Decommissioning  4 

EC Ecological Resources  8 

EO EIS Presentation and Organization  1 

ER Emergency Response  9 

EP Environmental Regulations, Permits, and 
Consultations  

4 

LU Land Use and Visual Resources  3 

NP NEPA Process/Adequacy  7 

OS Other Site Issues  22 

PO Policy (DLA, DNSC, DOE, EPA)  8 

PP Public Participation  16 

PN Purpose, Need, and Timing  20 

RP Related Programs/Documents  1 
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Table 1–3.  Comments by Issue Category (Continued) 
Code Issue Category Number of Comments 

RE Risk – Ecological  3 

RA Risk – Human Health – Accidents  48 

RN Risk – Human Health – Normal Operations 14 

RT Risk – Transportation  17 

SE Socioeconomics  43 

SB Storage Building Design and Operation  33 

WM Waste Management 14 

WR Water Resources  9 

Total 633 
Key: DLA, Defense Logistics Agency; DNSC, Defense National Stockpile Center; DOE, 
U.S. Department of Energy; EIS, environmental impact statement; EPA, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency; NEPA, National Environmental Policy Act. 

 
Chapter 2 presents the comment documents, identifies the specific comment(s) from each, and provides 
DNSC’s responses.  Documents identical in content are presented only once.  Campaigns and petitions 
likewise are presented once.  One letter campaign (Comment Document No. 67) supporting the 
Consolidated Storage Alternative was submitted by 68 individuals or couples from around the United 
States.  Three different petitions were submitted, one from Hillsborough, New Jersey (Comment 
Document No. 183), containing 1,040 signatures and two similar petitions (Comment Documents 
No. 184A and 184B) from New Haven, Indiana, that had a total of 677 signatures.  Every effort was made 
to decipher signatures but those that were not readable are listed as “illegible.” 
 

1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY RATING  
 
In accordance with EPA’s responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et 
seq.), NEPA, and the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA, EPA reviewed 
the Draft MM EIS and assigned a Lack of Objections rating to the proposed action, EPA’s highest rating.  
EPA did not identify any significant environmental concerns related to DNSC’s preferred alternative.  In 
EPA’s opinion, the Draft MM EIS provided adequate documentation and suitable analysis upon which to 
base a decision.  A copy of the EPA letter (Comment Document No. 27) is included in Section 2.2 of this 
volume. 
 

1.6 ISSUES RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  
 
The majority of the comments are related to three issues: 
 

• The Consolidated Storage Alternative 

• Impacts on human health and safety of the mercury storage facility operations 

• Environmental and economic impacts of mercury storage 

 
The following is a summary of the major issues raised by the commentors and DNSC’s responses.  
References made to document sections in DNSC’s responses pertain to the Final MM EIS (Volume I) 
unless otherwise noted.   
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DNSC’s top priorities are the health and safety 
of our workers and the community, and 
protection of the environment.   

1.6.1 Consolidated Storage and No Action Alternatives 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: More comments were received on consolidated storage than on any other issue.  Many 
commentors were opposed to the Consolidated Storage and No Action Alternatives.  The most frequently 
cited reasons for opposition included concerns about: 
 

• Human health risks from leaks, accidents, and terrorist acts 

• Proximity of the storage locations to populated areas  

• Adverse effects on property values and negative perceptions affecting economic growth in the 
surrounding communities 

• Adverse effects on the environment 

 
Some commentors suggested that DNSC obtain approval of state and local governments and the 
community before a site is selected for consolidated mercury storage. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As discussed in Section 2.3, 
DNSC’s preferred alternative is consolidated 
storage at one location.  However, no decisions will 
be made until after the EPA’s Notice of Availability 
for the Final MM EIS is published in the Federal Register.  Decisions on mercury management will be 
based on the environmental analyses presented in the EIS, including health and safety, security, and 
socioeconomics, and other factors such as cost, strategic considerations, and public input.  DNSC will 
announce its decisions and the reasons for them in the Record of Decision (ROD), which will be 
published no earlier than 30 days after publication of the Final MM EIS Notice of Availability.  The ROD 
may specify the Consolidated Storage Alternative (preferred alternative), No Action Alternative, Sales 
Alternative, or a combination of these alternatives.  
 
As described in Section 1.5, DNSC has supported a vigorous public outreach program.  DNSC has hosted 
12 public meetings nationwide, and provided information on the MM EIS in the form of newsletters, fact 
sheets, reports, exhibits, and a Web site.  Email and toll-free telephone and fax numbers have been 
available for public queries and comments.  Postcards were sent to households in the immediate vicinity 
of potential storage sites to inform them of public meetings and comment opportunities.  DNSC has also 
provided briefings for state and local officials and others in communities potentially affected by mercury 
management activities, and will continue to inform communities affected by the mercury management 
alternative that is selected. 
 

1.6.2 Sales Alternative 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A number of commentors expressed support for the Sales Alternative.  Some 
suggested a hybrid alternative that would include consolidated storage and sale of all or a portion of the 
inventory from the consolidated storage location.  A few commentors suggested that the sale of existing 
mercury stockpiles would be preferable to new mercury mining.   
 
Others were concerned about or opposed to the sale of mercury.  Some commentors said that any mercury 
sold on the open market would increase the amount of mercury in the global environment.  Some 
expressed concern that sales of large quantities of mercury would depress mercury prices and result in the 
increased use of mercury.  Other commentors questioned whether DNSC mercury is a marketable 
commodity or a hazardous waste. 
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DNSC RESPONSE: The sale of mercury is evaluated in the MM EIS.  Two subalternatives are described 
in Section 2.2.3: (1) sales at the maximum allowable market rate (assumed to be 5,000 flasks per year), 
and (2) sales to reduce mercury mining.  As described in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 and summarized in 
Section 2.5, there would be negligible-to-minor environmental and socioeconomic impacts from the Sales 
Alternative.  Risks to the public from normal operations and facility accidents would be negligible to low.  
Section 1.3 notes that a hybrid alternative, combining the Consolidated Storage and Sales Alternatives, 
could be selected.  The environmental impacts of hybrid alternatives would be bounded by impacts 
evaluated in the MM EIS. 
 
As discussed in Section 2.2.3.2, the entire inventory of DNSC excess mercury could be sold to a mercury 
mining company with the agreement that mining would be reduced proportionately to compensate for the 
release of the DNSC mercury into the market.  In the event the mercury is sold, it is expected that an 
agreement would be negotiated that would require the purchaser to sell DNSC mercury at a rate no 
greater than the rate of sale for newly mined mercury.  Therefore, this alternative would meet the 
requirements of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act of 1939, as amended 
(50 U.S.C. 98 et seq.) that sales would not result in undue disruption of the mercury market.  European 
producers of chlorine and alkali are considering this approach (CEC 2002:9-12).  As described in 
Section 4.5 and summarized in Section 2.5, the Sales to Reduce Mercury Mining Alternative could 
produce beneficial impacts by reducing impacts of mercury mining and refining. 
 
As described in Sections 1.1 and 2.1, DNSC mercury is not a waste; it is a marketable commodity that is 
99.5 percent to 99.9 percent pure.  Mercury of this quality is currently bought and sold on the open market 
for uses such as thermometers, barometers, blood pressure monitors, switches, light bulbs, dental fillings, 
and medicines, among others.  Mercury is designated a hazardous substance under Section 307(a) of the 
Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), and 
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) hazardous materials regulations (49 CFR 172.101). 
 

1.6.3 Storage Building Design and Operation 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors expressed concern that the storage buildings are not appropriate for 
mercury storage.  Some questioned the mercury packaging and leak containment provisions, while others 
questioned whether the buildings are secure.  However, some commentors said that they believe that the 
mercury is safely stored.  
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Section 2.2.1, mercury at the DNSC depots is stored in 76-lb (34-kg) 
capacity flasks sealed in airtight 30-gal (114-l) drums.  The flasks are separated by dividers inside the 
drums and rest on an absorbent mat that doubles as cushioning material.  Flasks are enclosed in plastic 
bags and sealed with wire ties.  Drum lids have half-inch rubber gaskets, and a steel locking ring is bolted 
in place to seal the drum lid.  The drums rest on catch trays on wooden pallets on sealed floors.  As 
described in Section 4.2.1.5, the catch trays can contain the contents of several flasks.  Floor curbing was 
recently installed in the mercury storage buildings at the New Haven, Somerville and Warren depots.  
Therefore, leakage of mercury in an amount sufficient to escape the warehouse is unlikely. 
 
DNSC has safely stored mercury for over 50 years.  As described in Section 2.2.4, periodic inspections 
would ensure that mercury storage containers are in good condition and leak free.  Any defects in the 
packaging would be quickly corrected.  Inspections would be conducted by appropriately trained DNSC 
or contract personnel. 
 
Warehouses would be kept locked except for inspections and other periodic maintenance work.  In 
addition to security, perimeter fencing, and closely controlled access comparable to the levels of 
protection at the current mercury storage sites, DNSC would work with local authorities to ensure that 
even the most unlikely scenarios would be handled properly.  
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1.6.4 Health and Safety 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors expressed concerns about risks to public health and safety from 
storing the mercury, while others said that the mercury is safely stored. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC has safely stored mercury for more than 50 years.  Because mercury is a 
hazardous material, DNSC imposes strict controls to prevent exposure or release to the environment or to 
personnel working in the storage locations.  
 
The Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental 
Impact Statement (Risk Assessment Report) was performed to support the MM EIS (DLA 2004).  The 
results of this risk assessment are included in the MM EIS.  As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in 
Section 2.5 of the MM EIS, risks to the general public from normal operations would be negligible at any 
of the candidate sites for all the alternatives considered.   
 

1.6.5 Accidents and Natural Disasters 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors were concerned about the potential for adverse environmental and 
human health effects of accidents caused by natural disasters or human error.  They referred to small 
spills and leaks of mercury and larger releases due to fire or natural disasters (e.g., tornados and 
earthquakes).  Some were particularly concerned about the proximity of the storage facilities to populated 
areas.  Some commentors were concerned that adequate emergency response capability is not available to 
respond to an accident involving mercury.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5, risks to the public from 
mercury released during facility accidents would be negligible to low at any of the candidate sites for all 
the alternatives considered.  Mercury vapors that might escape from the storage facility after an accident 
would be diluted to low concentrations before reaching the public.  This includes mercury that could be 
released during natural disasters such as earthquakes and tornadoes and human-initiated spills, leaks, and 
other accidents.   
 
Populations residing near the candidate sites are unlikely to face a major public health threat.  This is 
because the risks are already negligible to low for an individual member of the public under the worst 
conditions that can reasonably be expected, and thus the risks for the general public would be even lower. 
 
As described in the Chapter 4 water resources subsections, plans are in place should a leak or spill occur.  
The mercury storage sites have approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plans and 
Installation Spill Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response to a spill is made.  DNSC 
maintains equipment and trains the workforce at its mercury storage locations to respond to mercury 
spills.  State and local emergency response teams are aware of the mercury storage.  Should there be a 
mercury spill, an appropriate response would occur and the spill would be cleaned up to applicable 
standards. 
 

1.6.6 Transportation 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors were concerned about the potential for adverse environmental and 
human health effects of transporting the mercury stockpile, including vehicle accidents. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Mercury has been transported as a common industrial commodity for many years.  If 
required, transportation of mercury would be in accordance with DOT hazardous material shipping 
requirements for using commercial truck and rail routes.  The Risk Assessment Report  (DLA 2004) 
evaluates the potential consequences of truck and rail transportation for both the Consolidated Storage 
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and Sales Alternatives.  The results of the transportation risk assessment are presented in Chapter 4 and 
summarized in Section 2.5 of the MM EIS.   
 
Risk is a function of both frequency and consequence, and the more miles traveled, the greater the 
opportunity for an accident to occur.  Therefore, the greatest risk to the public would result from a truck 
transportation accident resulting in a mercury spill and fire under the Sales Alternative.  This risk would 
be moderate if it were raining when the accident occurred.  For the Consolidated Storage Alternative, risk 
from this accident would be low if the accident occurred while it was raining.  The risk of a mechanically 
induced fatality occurring somewhere along the route would be moderate for the Sales Alternative and 
low for the Consolidated Storage Alternative. 
 
Ecological risks resulting from this postulated accident range from negligible to high, depending on the 
receptor organism and the weather.  High ecological risk would result under the Sales Alternative for 
certain ecological receptors, but only if it were raining at the time of the accident.  Moderate ecological 
risk would result for certain ecological receptors under the Consolidated Sales Alternative.  However, the 
probability that a fire would occur while it is raining and the limited area involved suggests that the 
ecological risks of transportation accidents are likely to be lower than estimated. 
 

1.6.7 Terrorist Attack 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors were concerned about the potential for adverse human health 
effects of sabotage of the mercury storage facilities.  Some commentors referred to attacks on the World 
Trade Center and the Pentagon, as support for their concerns.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC provides armed security, perimeter fencing, and closely controlled access at 
the depots.  DNSC also works with local authorities to ensure that even the most unlikely scenarios would 
be handled properly.  DNSC has prepared a risk analysis of a deliberate aircraft crash and conducted 
vulnerability assessments to ensure that the mercury storage depots remain safe and secure.  These 
internal reports, which indicate that the mercury stockpile is not a likely target for terrorists, are not 
available to the public for security reasons.  
 

1.6.8 Environment 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors expressed concern about potential impacts of the stored mercury on 
the environment, particularly impacts on surface waters such as lakes and rivers and on groundwater, as 
well as impacts on fish and other wildlife.  
 
DNSC RESPONSE: There would be no new construction and therefore no impacts on the environment 
from land-disturbing activities.  As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5, 
negligible-to-minor environmental impacts would result from activities associated with the alternatives 
considered. 
 

1.6.9 Socioeconomics 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A number of commentors were concerned about impacts on property values due to a 
negative perception of mercury storage.  Others were concerned about discouraging more desirable 
development in the region.  Some commentors were concerned about their community being labeled a 
“dumping ground” for wastes and other hazardous materials. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC has worked with the public throughout the EIS process to help them 
understand the potential risks presented by the mercury management alternatives so that opinions can be 
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formulated based on facts and not perception.  DNSC has safely stored mercury for more than 50 years 
and has taken additional precautions to ensure that it continues to be stored safely over the next 40 years 
by overpacking the mercury in steel drums and making modifications to the storage buildings.  
Sections 1.2.3 and 2.2.1 describe mercury storage at the existing locations.  Potential human health risks 
from normal operations and facility accidents at each of the candidate sites are described in Sections 4.3.4 
and 4.3.5 and summarized in Sections 2.5.1.4 and 2.5.1.5.  The analyses indicate that there is 
negligible-to-low risk to the general public associated with consolidated mercury storage at any of the 
candidate sites. 
 

1.6.10 Cost 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors questioned the validity of the mercury storage cost estimates and 
asked why the estimated costs differ greatly among the candidate sites.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Cost estimates have been revised in the Final MM EIS.  Facility cost estimates 
provided in the Draft MM EIS were based on actual square foot and other costs being paid by the 
Government at or near the properties being considered as possible consolidation sites.  Commentors on 
the Draft EIS noted that these estimated costs, particularly for the Western sites, appeared higher than 
would be expected.  DNSC analyzed the basis for these estimates and found that the costs included 
assumptions that were not consistent for all locations.  For these reasons, DNSC decided to treat basic 
facility costs generically.  Actual facility costs in the event that the long-term consolidated storage 
alternative is chosen would be established based on best value to the Government during a procurement 
process.   
 

1.6.11 Stewardship  
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors asked who would provide regulatory oversight of a mercury 
storage facility.  
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC mercury will remain U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) property, and DoD 
will continue to fund and oversee the mercury storage operations.  The storage facility would be required 
to comply with all applicable state and Federal laws and regulations.   
 

1.6.12 MM EIS Schedule 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A number of commentors questioned why DNSC is taking so long to complete the 
MM EIS and requested that the mercury be removed immediately from their communities.  Other 
commentors asked when the EIS process would be complete and how long it would take to ship the 
mercury. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC is prohibited by NEPA from removing mercury from the existing storage 
locations until the EIS process has been completed.  The Final MM EIS is currently scheduled for 
publication in early 2004.  The ROD can be published no earlier than 30 days after the Final MM EIS is 
published.  If the preferred alternative (consolidated storage) is selected, the ROD may or may not specify 
one of the candidate sites analyzed in the MM EIS.  If one of the candidate sites is not specified, 
additional time would be needed to identify another storage location and, possibly, to prepare additional 
environmental review.  Section 2.2.2 notes that DNSC anticipates it will require approximately one year 
to stage and move the mercury to a consolidated storage site. 
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1.6.13 Public Outreach 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors asked for an extension of the public comment period.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Because of requests for additional time to review and comment on the Draft MM EIS, 
DNSC informally extended the timeframe for submitting comments from July 18, 2003 (as stated in the 
Federal Register notice), to September 2, 2003. 
 

1.6.14 Other Site Issues 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors were concerned about existing contamination at the current DNSC 
mercury storage locations.  Other commentors were concerned that mercury storage could slow cleanup 
activities at a given site. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Section 1.7.2, cleanup of existing environmental contamination at the 
DNSC depots is ongoing.  DNSC uses the four-step approach required under the Defense Environmental 
Restoration Program in compliance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.).  The goal is to identify and characterize contamination 
and restore depot property.  The first two steps focus on identifying possible environmental problems.  
The three DNSC depots (New Haven, Somerville, and Warren) are currently at the third step, where the 
investigations are being expanded to define the nature and extent of suspected contamination.  The fourth 
step involves actual cleanup (remediation).  The environmental restoration process is progressing 
independent of the decision on mercury management. 
 

1.7 CHANGES TO THE FINAL MM EIS 
 
The Final MM EIS has been changed to respond to comments received regarding cost.  The costs to 
transport mercury by truck have been revised.  In addition, costs to transport mercury by rail have been 
added.  Storage costs have been revised based on updated rental cost information.  These changes appear 
in Section ES.6, Section 2.5, Section 4.1, and Appendix D.   
 
Public comments on the Draft MM EIS are addressed in Volume II of the Final MM EIS, a new volume.  
Section 5.3 was revised to include the status of consultations related to ecological resources, cultural 
resources, and Native American rights.  Correspondence related to the consultations are included in 
Appendix I, a new appendix.  In addition, a number of minor editorial changes and corrections were made 
throughout the Final MM EIS. 
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Chapter 2 
Comment Documents and Responses 

 

2.1 ORGANIZATION 
 
This section provides a description of how the comments and the Defense National Stockpile Center’s 
(DNSC’s) responses are organized.  Section 2.2 includes a copy of each comment document received, and 
Section 2.3 presents DNSC’s response. 
 
All those who submitted comments, both written and oral, are listed in 
Table 2–1.  Commentors are alphabetically listed within one of the 
following groups: (1) members of the U.S. Congress and Federal 
agencies; (2) state and local officials, state agencies, Native American 
tribal governments, and nongovernmental organizations; (3) individuals; 
and (4) campaigns and petitions.  Table 2–1 also provides comment 
document identification numbers, the page number where each comment document can be found, and the 
issue category code.  Issue categories are coded to facilitate identification and tracking.  For example, AC 
is the code for the “Alternative – Consolidated Storage” issue category, which is further divided into three 
sub-issues—General (AC-1), Hawthorne Army Depot (AC-2), and PEZ Lake Development (AC-3).  
Table 2–2 lists the individuals who submitted campaign letters or signed petitions. 
 

 

A comment response is 
DNSC’s written reply to a 
comment or group of 
comments submitted during 
the public comment period on 
the Draft MM EIS. 

 
HOW CAN I FIND MY COMMENT AND DNSC’S RESPONSE? 

 
�� Refer to Table 2–1, which  is organized alphabetically and grouped by affiliation (i.e., U.S. 

Congress and Federal agencies; state and local officials, state agencies, Native American 
tribal governments, and nongovernmental organizations; individuals; and campaigns and 
petitions). 

 
�� The columns next to names identify the comment document identification number, the page 

on which the comment document is presented, and the issue category codes.  The issue 
category codes correspond to DNSC’s responses in Section 2.3. 

 
�� Use Table 2–2 to find the issue category and the page on which the response is located.  It 

also identifies other comment documents that contain similar comments. 
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Table 2–1.  Index of Commentors 

Commentor 
Comment 

Documenta Pageb 
Issue Category 

Codec 
Members of the U.S. Congress and Federal Agencies 
United States House of Representatives,  

Honorable Mike Ferguson,  
represented by Karen McClintock 

166 2–216 AC-1 

United States House of Representatives,  
Honorable Mark E. Souder 

54 2–69 AC-1, OS-3, RA-1, 
SB-3, SE-2 

United States House of Representatives,  
Honorable Mark E. Souder,  
represented by Mark Wickershaun 

110 2–127 AC-1, OS-3, RA-1, 
SB-3, SE-2 

United States Senate, Honorable Robert F. Bennett 150 2–203 PP-3 
United States Senate, Honorable Richard G. Lugar 181 2–245 PP-2 
United States Army 
HQ JMC - G4 Munitions Base Management Directorate,  

Jay Lundberg 

22 2–34 NP-4 

United States Department of the Interior, Willie R. Taylor 211 2–290 AC-2 
United States Environmental Protection Agency,  

Anne Norton Miller 
27 2–37 NP-2 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Clifford G. Day 68 2–78 EC-3 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service,  

Lynwood A. MacLean 
95 2–102 EC-2 

State and Local Officials, State Agencies, Native American Tribal Governments, and Nongovernmental  
Organizations 
Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste 

Management Officials, Jennifer R. Kaduck 
83 2–94 AE-2 

Board of Commissioners of the County of Allen 
  Bloom, Linda K. 
  Irving, Marla J. 
  Rousseau, Edwin J. 

31 2–44 AC-1, RA-1, RA-2, 
RT-1, SB-1, SE-2 

Board of Commissioners of the County of Allen,  
Marla Irving 

124 2–159 AC-1, SE-2 

Board of Commissioners of the County of Allen,  
Ed Rousseau 

122 2–155 AC-1, SE-2 

City of Akron, Frederick Neugebauer 73 2–86 AS-1, EP-1 
City of New Haven, Honorable Terry McDonald 138 2–192 AC-1, OS-2, RA-1, 

SB-1, SE-2 
City of New Haven, Honorable Terry E. McDonald 180 2–244 AC-1, SE-1, SE-2 
City of New Haven, Honorable Terry E. McDonald 200 2–269 AC-1, SE-2 
City of New Haven, Honorable Terry A. Werling 45 2–59 AC-1 
City of New Haven, Honorable Terry Werling 127 2–164 AC-1 
Common Council of the City of New Haven 
  Adams, Brenda 
  McDonald, Honorable Terry E.   

33 2–48 AC-1, RA-1, SB-1, 
SE-2 

Fort Wayne Common Council 
  Crawford, Honorable John N. 
  Hayhurst, Honorable Thomas E. 
  Henry, Honorable Thomas C. 
  Hines, Honorable Glynn A. 
  Pape, Honorable Timothy M. 
  Ravine, Honorable Rebecca J. 
  Smith, Honorable Thomas E. 
  Talarico, Honorable Samuel J. 

182 2–246 AC-1, RA-1, SB-1, 
SE-2 
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Table 2–1.  Index of Commentors (Continued) 

Commentor 
Comment 

Documenta Pageb Issue Category Codec 
State and Local Officials, State Agencies, Native American Tribal Governments, and Nongovernmental 
Organizations (continued) 
Healthy Environment Alliance of Utah,  

Jason Groenewold 
189 2–254 AE-1, AN-1, CB-1, DD-1, 

ER-1, OS-3, PO-3, PP-3, 
RA-1, RA-2, RT-1, SB-1, 
SB-2, SB-4, SE-2 

Hillsborough Police Department, Chief Robert Gazaway 101 2–109 DM-1, RA-1 
Hillsborough Township, Honorable Tony Gwiazdowski 163 2–206 AC-1, AN-1, SB-1 
Hillsborough Township, Honorable Steven Sireci 167 2–218 AC-1, AP-1, DM-1 
Hillsborough Township Committee, Sonya Martin 165 2–213 DM-1, PN-4, RT-1 
Hillsborough Township Committee, John Souren 169 2–225 AC-1, RA-2 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management,  

Lori F. Kaplan   
53 2–67 AC-1, AS-1 

Indiana Department of Environmental Management,  
Paula Smith 

111 2–130 AC-1, AN-1, AS-1 

Indiana Department of Natural Resources,  
Michael W. Neyer 

85 2–98 EC-2, WR-2  

Indiana Department of Natural Resources,  
Jon C. Smith 

295 2–314 CR-5  

Indiana State Senate, Honorable Bud Meeks 131 2–175 AC-1, OS-3, PP-1, RA-3, 
RN-1  

Jefferson Township, Ron Hakes 118 2–146 PN-1, SB-1 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, 

Honorable Arleen O'Donnell 
201 2–270 AG-1, AP-1, AS-1, CB-3, 

SB-1  
Nevada Department of Administration,  

Heather K. Elliott 
106 2–116 AC-1, AC-2, EP-1, RE-1, 

WM-1, WR-1 
Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs,  

Alice M. Baldrica 
29 2–39 CR-3 

New Haven Adams Township Fire Department,  
John Bennett 

32 2–46 AN-1, DM-1, ER-1, 
RN-1, SB-1, SE-2  

New Haven Chamber of Commerce 
  Lash, Lawrence 
  Oetting, Ronald K. 

55 2–70 AC-1 

New Haven Chamber of Commerce, Ron Oetting 115 2–140 AC-1 
New Haven City Council,  

Honorable Tom C. Lewandowski 
108 2–121 AC-1, OS-5, SE-2 

New Haven City Council, Honorable Harold West 112 2–132 AC-1, RA-1, SB-3 
New Haven, Indiana, Mayor's Advisory Council, 

Miranda Tompkins  
133 2–180 RA-1 

New Haven, Indiana, Mayor's Youth Advisory 
Committee, Alecia Martin 

35 2–50 RN-1 

New Haven, Indiana, Mayor's Youth Advisory Council, 
Alecia Martin 

109 2–124 AC-1, RA-1, RE-2 

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, 
Dorothy P. Guzzo 

294 2–313 CR-2 

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, 
Michael Valent 

79 2–92 EC-3 
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Table 2–1.  Index of Commentors (Continued) 

Commentor 
Comment 

Documenta Pageb Issue Category Codec 
State and Local Officials, State Agencies, Native American Tribal Governments, and Nongovernmental 
Organizations (continued) 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation 
  Hammond, Stephen B. 
  Sama, Jeffrey J. 

204 2–275 AC-1, AS-1, DM-2, PO-1, 
SE-2, WR-1 

Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee, 
Norman A. Mulvenon 

148 2–201 AG-1, AG-2, PO-2  

Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
  Joe Mion 

293 2–311 EC-4 

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency,  
Graham E. Mitchell 

205 2–277 AS-1, RN-3, RT-1 

Ohio Historic Preservation Office, Julie Quinlan 26 2–36 CR-1 
Regional Chamber, Ed Beil 72 2–84 AC-1, SB-1  
Tennessee Department of Environment and 

Conservation, John A. Owsley 
178 2–242 AP-1 

Tennessee Historical Commission, Herbert L. Harper 28 2–38 CR-4 
The Chlorine Institute, Inc., Arthur E. Dungan 146 2–198 AC-1, EO-1, PO-2, PP-1 
Trumbull County Emergency Management Department 

(and Hazmat), Donald Waldron 
48 2–62 SB-1 

Trumbull County Hazmat (and Emergency Management 
Department), Don Waldron 

74 2–88 AN-1 

Quicksilver Caucus 
  Chadwick, Cory R. 
  Eagan, Lloyd L. 
  Hammerschmidt, Ronald F. 
  Kaduck, Jennifer 
  Smith, Karen L. 

174 2–237 AC-1, AS-1, PO-1, RP-1 

Utah Department of Environmental Quality,  
Connie Rauen 

6 2–27 SB-1 

Utah State Senate, Honorable Ron Allen 145 2–197 WR-3 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality,  

Charles Ellis 
25 2–35 AP-1 

Virginia Department of Environmental Quality,  
Ellie L. Irons 

30 2–40 RT-1 

Walker River Paiute Tribe, Honorable Victoria Guzman 177 2–241 EP-2, RT-3 
Walker River Paiute Tribe, Tad Williams 87 2–99 EP-2 
Warren Fire Department, Captain Curtiss King 75 2–89 AS-1, RT-1 
Wethersfield Township, James Stoddard 71 2–82 ER-1, SB-1 
Individuals 
Allen, Cari 210 2–288 AC-1, AE-1, PP-6, RA-1, 

SB-1, SE-1  
Altobelli, Anna 191 2–259 AC-1 
Amato, Nicholas 61 2–75 AC-1 
Ameliano, Mrs. 92 2–100 AC-1 
Anonymous 24 2–34 AC-3 
Anonymous 76 2–91 DM-3, OS-3, RN-1 
Anonymous 81 2–93 AC-1 
Anonymous 141 2–196 AC-1 
Anonymous 144 2–196 AC-1 
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Table 2–1.  Index of Commentors (Continued) 

Commentor 
Comment 

Documenta Pageb Issue Category Codec 
Individuals (continued) 
Anonymous 152 2–204 AC-1, DM-3 
Anonymous 153 2–204 AC-1 
Anonymous 154 2–204 AC-1, DM-3 
Anonymous 155 2–204 AC-1 
Anonymous 157 2–204 AC-1 
Anonymous 158 2–205 AC-1 
Anonymous 159 2–205 AC-1 
Anonymous 160 2–205 AC-1 
Anonymous 217 2–294 SE-2 
Anonymous 218 2–294 AC-1 
Anonymous 223 2–295 AC-1 
Anonymous 224 2–295 AC-1 
Anonymous 227 2–295 AC-1 
Anonymous 229 2–296 AC-1 
Anonymous 232 2–296 AC-1 
Anonymous 235 2–297 AC-1 
Anonymous 236 2–297 AC-1 
Anonymous 237 2–297 AC-1 
Anonymous 239 2–297 AC-1 
Anonymous 240 2–297 AC-1 
Anonymous 241 2–297 AC-1 
Anonymous 242 2–298 AC-1 
Anonymous 243 2–298 ER-1, SB-1, WR-3 
Anonymous 248 2–299 AC-1 
Anonymous 249 2–299 AC-1 
Anonymous 251 2–299 AC-1 
Anonymous 254 2–300 AC-1, WM-1 
Anonymous 255 2–300 AC-1 
Anonymous 259 2–301 AC-1, WM-1 
Anonymous 260 2–301 AC-1 
Anonymous 261 2–301 AC-1, RN-2 
Anonymous 264 2–302 AC-1 
Anonymous 265 2–302 AC-1, AN-1 
Anonymous 266 2–302 AC-1, WM-1 
Anonymous 269 2–303 AC-1 
Anonymous 270 2–303 AC-1 
Anonymous 272 2–304 AC-1, SB-1 
Anonymous 273 2–304 AC-1, WM-1 
Anonymous 278 2–305 AC-1, WM-1 
Anonymous 284 2–307 AC-1 
Ashiolas, Karen 203 2–274 AC-1, RA-2 
Atkinson, Christina 125 2–161 AC-1 
Bancroft, Trudy 231 2–296 AN-1 
Barron, Raina 271 2–303 AC-1, PP-1, PP-5 
Bedwell, John C. 37 2–52 AP-1 
Bedwell, John 126 2–162 WR-1 
Bedwell, Karen A. 56 2–72 AE-2, CB-1, DD-1, 

DM-2, PN-1, PN-2, RA-1, 
SE-2 
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Table 2–1.  Index of Commentors (Continued) 

Commentor 
Comment 

Documenta Pageb Issue Category Codec 
Individuals (continued) 
Bedwell, Karen 113 2–135 AE-2, CB-1, DD-1, 

DM-2, PN-1, PN-2, RA-1, 
SE-2 

Bish, Margaret 275 2–304 AC-1, RN-2 
Bookmiller, Sarah 215 2–294 AC-1 
Bosworth, Jeff 257 2–300 AC-1 
Brown, Berenice 117 2–144 AC-1, DM-2, RA-1, 

RA-3, RT-1, SB-1, SE-2 
Brown, John  116 2–142 PN-2 
Brown, Ray  279 2–306 AC-1 
Brown, Sally M. 88 2–99 AC-1 
Bruick, Mark  121 2–153 AC-1, AS-1 
Butler, Traci and Michael 185 2–251 AC-1, AN-1 
Cabrera, Paula 93 2–100 AC-1 
Carpenter, Terry 99 2–106 AC-1 
Chaffie, Neil 19 2–32 AC-3 
Chapman, Tom 287 2–308 AC-1, AE-1 
Christianson, Zachary 262 2–302 AC-1, WM-1 
Clayton, Roger  65 2–75 PN-1 
Clea, Violet  193 2–261 AC-1 
Copenhaver, Louise 49 2–63 AN-1 
Crovert, Jacob  258 2–301 AC-1, PN-2 
Dager, Ronald F.  43 2–58 AC-1 
Dager, Sandra A. 44 2–58 AC-1 
Dager, Sandra  134 2–181 AS-1, PN-2 
Dewey, Trevor 123 2–157 AC-1, RA-1 
Dian, Julia 172 2–233 AC-1, AC-3 
Dimitrov-Kuhl, Margauth 64 2–75 AC-1, DM-2 
Dimitrov-Kuhl, Margauth  70 2–81 AC-1, DM-1, RA-1 
Downs, Bettie  46 2–60 DM-1, PP-4, RN-1 
Dvorin, Lisa  186 2–251 AC-1 
Elder, Adam  245 2–298 AC-1, OS-3 
Ellington, Col. (Ret.) W.E.  139 2–196 DM-1 
Endicott, Mary  202 2–273 AC-1, RA-1, RN-2 
Fitzpatrick, Tom 102 2–111 AE-1 
Florin, Alecia 94 2–101 AC-1 
Fort Wayne, R.G.W. 14 2–31 PN-2 
Foss, David  164 2–211 AC-1, AE-1, CB-1, CB-3, 

SE-2 
Funk, Kathy 225 2–295 AC-1 
Gallo, Joseph  90 2–99 AC-1 
Gawarecki, Susan   207 2–280 AG-2, AS-1 
Gilbert, David  42 2–57 SE-2 
Gonzales, Nicole  290 2–309 AC-1, AE-1, SB-2  
Gorgy, Diane  20 2–32 AC-1, WR-1  
Gorgy, Diane 58 2–73 DM-2, RA-2, WR-1 
Gosselin, Dr. Edward 103 2–112 RA-1 
Gottschalt, Mr.  135 2–183 RA-3 
Greco-Nieland, Danielle  80 2–93 AC-1 
Greene, Eileen 277 2–305 AC-1, AE-1, RT-1  
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Table 2–1.  Index of Commentors (Continued) 

Commentor 
Comment 

Documenta Pageb Issue Category Codec 
Individuals (continued) 
Groll, Cherie 233 2–296 AC-1 
Hamatake, Richard  162 2–205 PN-2 
Hanley, Diane  253 2–299 AC-1 
Hanmann, Jeff  59 2–73 AN-1, ER-2, WM-1  
Hanson, Amanda  230 2–296 AC-1 
Hanson, Amanda  244 2–298 AC-1 
Harrell, Janna  286 2–308 AC-1 
Harris, Chantelle E.   11 2–30 AC-1, SE-2  
Harris, Frankie  228 2–296 AC-1 
Havet, Janet  62 2–75 AC-1 
Haymond, John C.  285 2–308 AC-1 
Heathcock, Jessica  247 2–298 AC-1, SE-2 
Hendricks, Mary  151 2–204 AC-1 
Hermann, Dale and Joan  175 2–239 AS-1, CB-1, EC-1, PN-1, 

RA-1, SE-2 
Hitzemann, Cheryl  130 2–171 AS-1, NP-1, PN-1, SE-1, 

SE-2  
Hughes, Robert  39 2–54 AC-1 
Hutchinson, Christine  89 2–99 AC-1 
Jewell, Lillian C.  188 2–253 AC-1 
Johnson, Michael R.  291 2–309 AC-1, AE-1, AP-1, CB-1, 

CB-3, SB-1, SE-2  
Johnson, Robert  267 2–302 AC-1 
Jones, Kelly 214 2–294 AC-1, SE-2  
Jones, Kimberly  192 2–260 RN-1 
Jones, Merle  238 2–297 AN-1 
Jones, Wayne D.   280 2–306 SE-1, SE-2 
Keel, Shirley 256 2–300 AC-1, AN-1, WM-1 
Kennerk, Ms.  136 2–185 AS-1, PN-2, RA-1  
Kevin  16 2–31 AC-1, WM-1 
King, Captain Curtiss C.  7 2–28 AE-2, AP-1, ER-1, PN-2, 

PN-3, RT-1, SB-3, SE-1  
Kinney, Rick  137 2–187 AC-1, OS-2, OS-4, OS-5, 

SE-2 
Klepich, Cindy  168 2–221 AC-1, AG-1, RA-1  
Klotz, Edward 114 2–138 AC-1, SB-1, SB-3 
Knowlton, Douglas  10 2–29 AC-1 
Kowacich, James  199 2–268 AC-1 
Kratovil, Charles 173 2–235 AC-1, OS-1 
Krueckeberg, Melvin  36 2–51 CB-1, RN-1 
Krueckeberg, Melvin  129 2–169 RN-1 
Kurek, M. Lynn  66 2–76 AC-1, EC-1, RA-2, SE-2  
Lady, Richard   206 2–279 AG-2 
Lichfield, Karen   142 2–196 AC-1 
Lindsey 220 2–294 AC-1 
Lobdell, Louis L. 5 2–27 AC-3 
Loeschner, Steve 3 2–27 PN-2, PO-2 
Loeschner, Steve 128 2–166 AC-1, PP-1, RA-1 
Longo, Gene 51 2–65 AN-1 
Longo, Ruth 52 2–66 AN-1 
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Table 2–1.  Index of Commentors (Continued) 

Commentor 
Comment 

Documenta Pageb Issue Category Codec 
Individuals (continued) 
Luce-Turner, Barbra 12 2–30 AC-1 
Lyon, Deon 149 2–202 AC-1, AN-1 
Lyons, Kevin  86 2–99 AC-1 
Mallet, Pamela A. 283 2–307 AC-1, SE-2, WM-1 
Mansfield, Tyler 119 2–148 AC-1, SE-1  
Marshall, Mr. 234 2–296 AC-1, OS-3 
Mazza, Jerry  147 2–200 AP-2 
McGuire, John  23 2–34 AC-3 
McKnight, Barbara 18 2–31 AC-3 
McLeary, Lisa 246 2–298 AC-1 
McLeary, Lisa 250 2–299 AC-1 
McLeary, Lisa 252 2–299 AC-1 
Medina, Veronica 216 2–294 AC-1 
Meyer, Madonna Harrington 4 2–27 AC-3 
Miles, Mitchell   63 2–75 AC-1 
Miller, Dorothy    161 2–205 DM-3, PP-5 
Molly 289 2–309 AC-1, RA-1, SB-2  
Moore, Brian   143 2–196 AC-1, RA-1, RT-1 
Murray, Christine 198 2–266 AC-1 
Myers, Mark 221 2–295 AC-1 
Mymo, Betty 194 2–262 AC-1, RA-2 
Mymo, Carl 195 2–263 AC-1 
Nelson, Bob 9 2–29 AC-1, CB-1, RA-1, RA-3  
Nelson, Marian 8 2–29 AC-1 
Norton, Nancy 104 2–114 RT-1 
Pascarella, Monell 47 2–61 AN-1 
Peck, Patty 140 2–196 AC-1 
Persson, Ruth G. 282 2–307 AC-1, WM-1 
Pinckney, Debbie  156 2–204 AC-1 
Pittano, Linda 50 2–64 AN-1 
Reiter, Lori  190 2–258 RN-1 
Renfrow, Susie 38 2–53 DM-3 
Roberts, Brian 292 2–310 AS-1, CB-2, RA-2 
Salamone, Roseanne 78 2–91 AC-1 
Sarah 263 2–302 AC-1 
Sassell, Maxine 91 2–100 AC-1 
Savastano, Jamie 57 2–73 AC-1 
Schafbuch, Karen  40 2–55 AC-1 
Schiel, Tim 34 2–49 PN-2 
Shaw, Jim and Lynn 13 2–30 AC-1, AE-1 
Shearer, James F.  15 2–31 AC-1, RT-1 
Sheets, Loris A.  209 2–285 AC-1 
Shifley, Dorothy  1 2–23 AC-1, AN-1, RA-1, SE-2 
Shimshock, Dr. Steve 170 2–228 AC-1, AE-1, AS-1, OS-3  
Shinton, Harry 274 2–304 AC-1 
Shobel, Sam 196 2–264 EC-1, RE-1 
Silva, Valarie J. and Andrew 84 2–96 AC-1, RA-1 
Smith, David B.  212 2–292 AC-2, DD-1 
Smith, Gordon and Kay 105 2–115 AC-1 
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Table 2–1.  Index of Commentors (Continued) 

Commentor 
Comment 

Documenta Pageb Issue Category Codec 
Individuals (continued) 
Smith, Jackie  98 2–105 AC-1 
Spencer, Cameron 288 2–308 AC-1, AN-1, RT-1 
Stevenson, John 97 2–105 AC-1  
Steward, Clint 222 2–295 AC-1 
Stratton, Scott 276 2–305 AC-1, WM-1 
Stredney, Edward 187 2–252 AC-1 
Sullivan, Nancy  21 2–33 AC-1 
Tarbell, Barbara  82 2–93 AC-1 
Taylor, Paul  120 2–149 AC-1 
Telford, Brett and Heather 281 2–307 AC-1, WM-1 
Telshaw, Dorothy C. 197 2–265 RN-1 
Timmons, Pamela 219 2–294 AC-1 
Timmons, Pamela 226 2–295 AC-1 
Tomlin, Jean 213 2–293 AE-1, ER-2  
Urena, Rudy  77 2–91 AC-1 
Van Zandt, Allison  69 2–80 AC-1 
Van Zandt, Allison 179 2–243 AC-1, WR-1 
Walker, Christen 17 2–31 AC-1, SB-1 
Walton, Barbara 208 2–282 AC-1, CB-1, PO-1, PP-1  
Wartenberg, Dan 171 2–230 AC-1, NP-3, NP-5 
Webster, James D. 2 2–24 AC-1, LU-2, NP-1, PP-1, 

SE-1, SE-2 
Weerts, Gretchen 132 2–178 PP-1, OS-3 
Winters, Steven 268 2–303 AC-1 
Young, David 107 2–119 RT-2, SB-2 
Zakaluk, Marie  60 2–74 AC-1, NP-1 
Zakaluk, Marie 100 2–107 CR-2, LU-1 
Zaslow, Maxine R. 96 2–104 AC-1, RA-1  
Zaslow, Maxine R. 176 2–240 AC-1 
Zeigler, Tammy  41 2–56 AC-1, OS-3  
Campaigns and Petitions 
Campaign:  Support for the Consolidated Storage 
Alternative 

67 2–77 AC-1 

Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough, 
New Jersey 

183 2–248 AC-1, DM-3 

Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury 
Storage at the New Haven Depot—Adult Community 
Members 

184A 2–249 AC-1 

Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury 
Storage at the New Haven Depot—Future Leaders of the 
Community 

184B 2–250 AC-1 

a Identification number assigned to the comment documents. 
b Page numbers indicate the location of the comment documents in Section 2.2. 
c The issue category code corresponds to the Defense National Stockpile Center’s response in Section 2.3. 
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition 
  Campaign:  Support for the Consolidated Storage Alternative (Comment Document No. 67)

Anderson, Kelly 
Anderson, Mariann 
Barthel, Rand and Carolyn 
Bertone, Ann 
Bibbo, Nicki 
Burke, William 
Callais, Leslie 
Cezar, Jana 
Chase, Philip and Deidre 
Coleman, Eileen 
Cowardin, Sam 
Daniels, Mary and Neal 
DeFrank, Jamie and John 
Dobie, Kathleen 
Donabedian, Armen 
Eckersley, Dika and Richard 
Estes, Lane 
Everett, Carol 
Feulner, Qandra 
Fowler, Lillian 
Frame, Larry 
Frank, Ann 
Frederick, Janet 

Glander, Donn 
Haltmeier, Patricia 
Hicks, Patricia W. 
Houghton, Jeanne 
Iacono, Stephanie 
Inslee, Elinore 
Jurdana, Joseph E. 
Kamel, Dr. Fayza 
Kane, Eleanore 
Kaufman, Kim 
Kennedy, Virginia 
Knoll, Tom 
Kosier, Celina 
Linne, Thomas Marc 
Luxon, Paul and Kris 
McLin, Renee 
Micklos, Charlotte G. 
Miller, Contance 
Miller, Kenneth and Marcia 
Mourik, Joyce J. 
Muchow, Rosemary 
Newton, Audrey A. 
Nixon, Hal 

Nolan, Elizabeth Gaudet 
North, Elizabeth C. 
Ogg, Russell 
Panci, John 
Parsons, James 
Piper, Margaret 
Rasmussen, Peggy 
Reese, Judith 
Ryon, Diana 
Sage, Sharon 
Schmidt, Gerald 
Schwabe, Karl 
Simpson, Kathleen 
Squires, Suzanne 
Stabile, Anita 
Strack, K.J. 
Trotter, Shirley 
Wadsworth, Joan 
Weirauch, Jeanne 
Westwood, Ardis 
Winkelman, Helen 
Winkelmann, Marina 

  Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough, New Jersey (Comment Document No. 183)

Aboussein, Shahin 
Abraham, Arnold 
Abramson, Gary 
Abtisean, Mike 
Acosta, Enrique 
Adamo, Kay 
Adelson, Lisa 
Adornato, Salvatore 
Ageis, Gladys 
Agosta, Mariangela 
Alder, Anne 
Alexis, N. 
Alphas, Stacey 
Ambrose, Michael 
Amda, James 
Amin, L. 
Amocko, Oset 
Anderson, Katherine 
Anderson, Kenya 
Anderson, Linda 
Anderson, Mariela 
Andio, Dave 
Andio, Louis 
Anguili, Maria 
Applegate, Cathy 
Appuzo, Charles J. 
Araneo, Johnna 
Argen, David 
Argen, Pamela 

Argueta, George 
Arias, A. 
Arimenta, Joyce 
Arnold, Annette 
Aslam, Zohra 
Aubuschinou, David 
Backman, Charles C. 
Baker, Debbie 
Baker, Robert P. 
Bal, Patricia 
Ball, Jean 
Barry, Ed 
Barstow, Barbara 
Bartholomew, Dennis 
Batzer, Kathy 
Bauer, Danna 
Beacht, Carolyn 
Beel, Lee 
Beers, James 
Bellantuono, Roz 
Benadon, Dave 
Benadon, Emily 
Bench, Grace 
Benney, Diane 
Beresford, M. 
Berk, Christine 
Berkid, Velika 
Bertin, Edward 
Bianchin, Joe 

Bicsok, Ilona 
Bielanski, R. 
Bilmorik, Maheyar 
Birrell, Charles 
Bisaghi, Thomas P. 
Bisberg, Meryl 
Bizzoco, Connie 
Blackwell, Samuel 
Blakeslee, Renee 
Blakeslee, Richard 
Bocher, Diane 
Bogar, Mary Ann 
Bolton, John 
Bonhorst, Karen 
Boon, Marlene 
Boorne, Angela 
Bottcher, Christina 
Boud, Shirley 
Bove, Ronald 
Boyd, Dennis 
Boyda, Kathleen 
Braby, Randy 
Brea, John 
Brischler, Mike 
Brisebois, Chris 
Brisset, L. 
Brommer, Edwin 
Brooks, Lorne 
Brown, Kandis
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough, New Jersey (Comment Document No. 183) (continued)

Browning, Dorothy 
Brownlie, Doug 
Bruce, Thomas 
Bryant, Reid 
Buccino, Mary Ann 
Buccoleri, Dominick 
Buckley, Dawn 
Buckley, Pat 
Bufugle, Ruth 
Burger, Angela 
Burgmiller, Lewis 
Burgos, Marcos 
Burke, Gail 
Burns, Thomas 
Burrell, Lurena 
Burton-Mason, H. 
Busa, Tony 
Butcher, Mary 
Butler, Maureen 
Byrne, Donna 
Camillo, Tony 
Campbell, Roxanne 
Caneo, Christopher 
Cann, G. 
Capozzi, Justin 
Capra, Judy 
Carbonaro, Dianne 
Carey, Carol Anne 
Carisle, G. 
Carlson, Art 
Carmen, Joyce 
Carney, John 
Carorillano, James 
Carrig, Rob 
Carvelli, Roseanne 
Cary, Roland 
Cascaes, Ellen 
Cascaes, Phil 
Castro, Luis 
Castro, Magali 
Caumpert, Gerald 
Cecihine, Carol 
Cesta, Nancy 
Cetola, Ann 
Chang, Bill 
Chang, Man Chirg 
Chapman, Jeanne 
Chapman, Thomas 
Cheremsok, Terry 
Chiange, Jorge 
Choida, Kathleen 
Chowanski, Harry 
Chrizan, Gilda 

Chrowosky, Nicky 
Cimato, Kathy 
Cipollini, Karyn 
Cleaver, Kerry 
Cliggert, Richard 
Coates, Tom 
Coehran, Cindy 
Coelho, Sueli 
Cohen, David 
Collins, Susan W. 
Commentzig, D.J. 
Comsudis, Elaine 
Conaver, Susan 
Conaway, Tynisha 
Concannon, Diane 
Conlon, Tim 
Connelly, Pat 
Conway, Michele 
Cooke, Joe 
Coppola, Danielle 
Corson, Ruth 
Cosari, Cathy 
Coslett, Celia 
Courids, Don 
Cover, Jack 
Cox, Ellen 
Cox, George 
Cremikowski, Irene 
Criaris, Basil 
Crisatiello, Ann 
Cronin, Heather 
Cronin, Thomas R. 
Crosdale, Michael 
Crow, Carla 
Cruver, Olive M. 
Cunningham, James 
D’Adamo, Amadeo 
D’Agostine, Kayce 
D’Agostino, Angela 
Dahlstrom, Teresa 
Danberry, Cindy 
Danko, Charles 
Dansak, Richard 
Davidovich, JoAnn 
Davis, Martha A. 
Davis, Sara 
Daylor, Lisa 
De la Rosa, Josede  
Poortere, Terri 
Decker, Donald 
DeGrasse, Kimberly 
Del Vento, Len 
Del Vento, Marge 

DellaBella, Marc 
Delos Santos, Genevieve 
DeLuca, Michelle 
DeLucci, Donna 
DeMaio, Linda 
deMaio, Suzanne 
DeMelie, Joan 
Dennis, Barbara 
Denz, Jeff F. 
Denz, Krystal 
Deryl, Robin 
DeScula, Paul 
Devereaux, Rhonda 
Diaz, Georgina 
Diaz, Luis 
Dicenzo, Wayne 
Dier, Rich 
Digian, Sarina 
DiGiovanni, Rita 
Dillaine, Irma 
DiNardo, Lynn 
DiRosa, Joyce 
Dittmeier, Raymond 
Dittus, Jami 
DiTunnariello, Jerry 
Dixon, Deborah M. 
Dolan, Jill 
Donnelly, Dawn 
Donovan, Tom 
Donst, Michael 
Dorn, Jennifer 
Dorsey, Kevin 
Doty, Michael 
Downey, Vincent 
Dragity, Linda 
Druetor, Gerri 
Duesada, Zaida 
Duff, Howard 
Dukas, Matt 
Duke, Raul 
Dukette, Jacdyn 
Dunn, Arthur 
Dunst, Rachel 
Durka, Jan 
Durso, Mary 
Dvorsky, Zuzana 
Dylo, Stanley 
Easly, Leona 
Eblin, Karen 
Edelstein, Joy 
Ehraasi, Frederick 
Ehrhardt, Rina 
Eilbacher, Michelle
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough, New Jersey (Comment Document No. 183) (continued)

Ello, Emanuelle 
Elmer, Blasi 
Engelhardt, Steve 
Enright, Kerri 
Epstein, Susan 
Escamilla, Gerardo 
Esquirad, Ismad 
Esterman, Rona 
Estreicher, Jackie 
Estreicher, Sidney 
Everett, Wayne 
Fabricatae, Deb 
Fagen, Samantha 
Fahsbander, Josh 
Failliace, Carmen 
Farber, Joanne 
Faridy, Syeda 
Farren, Jyll 
Fay, Sally 
Fazzolari, Rosa 
Fedder, Nancy 
Fede, J. 
Fedor, Deborah 
Feldman, Jennifer 
Fenimore, Vincent 
Fernaudy, Alicia 
Ferrante, Michelle 
Ferrara, Nicole 
Ferretti, Sherry 
Feygenson, Sofia 
Findley, Glenn 
Fink, David 
Finnigan, Joe 
Firley, Lila 
Fischer, Sandra 
Fitch, Colleen 
Fitzgerald, Lori 
Fitzimmons, William 
Flanagan, Emily 
Ford, Jim 
Forden, Joan 
Fosler-Lewis, Daniel 
Foster, Joann 
Fox, James 
Fox, Robert 
Francisco, Z. 
Franzoso, Tara 
Fraticelli, Roy 
Frazier, Krystal 
Fredericks, Jennifer 
Freitag, Joan T. 
Frias, Christian 
Friender, Paula 

Fulbearn, Georgia 
Fuller, Nicky 
Gabriel, Dominador 
Gahrmann, Natalie 
Galanowsky, Sharen 
Gale, Beth 
Gallagher, Gregg 
Gangaware, Don 
Gange, Judith 
Garefino, John 
Garthan, Elizabeth 
Gendrano, Juliane 
Gerhardt, Patricia 
Ghana, Mumeeb 
Gibbs, Charles 
Gibbs, Eric 
Giles, Shirley 
Gilkeson, Russ 
Gillespie, Barbara 
Gilmore, Carl 
Gingell, Kelly J. 
Gingros, Steven P. 
Gionis, Tina 
Giordaro, Donna 
Godby, Joe 
Goldberg, Lisa A. 
Goldsmith, Ellen 
Goldstone, Mark 
Gonzalez, Paul 
Gonzalez, Sharon 
Gonzalez, Yvonne 
Gooch, Kathryn 
Gotfried, Joan 
Gradker, Jon 
Grant, Thomas 
Gratkowski, Rosetta 
Gratz, Toni 
Green, Linda S. 
Greenhut, Robert 
Greenwood, Steven 
Grieco, Angela 
Groelly, Tara 
Gromosaik, Daniel 
Gromosiak, Rudy 
Grossano, Randine 
Grossman, Doug 
Gruemloh, Marilyn 
Guastella, Lisa 
Guilman, Kathy 
Guimano, Denise 
Gutman, Inez 
Guzman, Xenia 
Gwiazadowsla, Anthony 

Haas, Liang 
Hafeez, Abid 
Hala, Fawn 
Hambrecht, Diana 
Hamleh, Kim 
Hamren, Denise 
Han, Maggie 
Hanna, Samia 
Harding, Lore 
Harris, Kimberly 
Harrity, Elizabeth 
Haskins, Moyette 
Hatangaeli, Sofia 
Haterell, Mildred 
Haurilla, Paul 
Hawzen, Gary 
Healy, Carleen 
Heatherington, Lori 
Heekim, Nam 
Heinowitz, Jerry 
Held, Helen 
Helmacy, Ann Marie 
Helmacy, Doug 
Helmbrecht, Robert 
Helmoll, Suzanne 
Henderson, Robert 
Hendrickson, Lee 
Herbel, Kathy 
Herrod, L. 
Herron, Susan 
Hersberger, Rita 
Heyder, Leeanne 
Hidalgo, Caroline 
Higgins, C. 
Hill, Jance M. 
Hirsch, Charles 
Hittner, L. 
Hoak, Judy 
Hoffer, Richard 
Hoffman, Anne 
Hoffman, Randall 
Holman, Lynn 
Hood, Michael 
Hopkins, Leon 
Hored, John 
Horn, Arnold 
Horowitz, Sanna 
Horrich, Eleanor 
Horst, Marcia 
Hossami, Benakesh 
Hough, Bill 
Houllihan, Iris 
Howard, Terry



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–13 

Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough, New Jersey (Comment Document No. 183) (continued)

Huaser, Julie 
Hues, Christine 
Hunt, Catherine 
Hussain, Talib 
Hussein, Syed 
Ifan, Iwonese 
Illegible (14) 
Ilvento, Marilyn 
Imbimbo, Dawn 
Jacaouso, Natalie 
Jackson, Ina 
Jaegly, Margaret 
Jalukowicz, Leonard 
Janiel, Frank 
Janiel, Jo 
Jenson, Charles L. 
Jess, Thomas 
Jew, Rita 
Jijones, Carolyn 
Johnson, Randall 
Jones, Delphine 
Jones, Joni 
Jones, Leslie 
Jones, Richard 
Joseph, Stephen 
Joubert, Connie 
Julian, Estell 
Kaminski, Erin 
Kansagor, Arthur 
Kansagor, Toby 
Kapelewska, Wioleta 
Kaplan, Vanessa 
Karan, Ellen 
Karluk, Nicole 
Karonato, Mira 
Karuaser, Slawa 
Kasat, Radhakrishna 
Keaveney, Rachel 
Keitel, Russell 
Keller, Heinz 
Kelly, Deidre 
Kelly, Joseph 
Kelly, Mary B. 
Kelly, Rose 
Kensinger, Kathy 
Kern, Patricia L. 
Khan, Micael 
Kim, Debi 
Kim, Steven 
Kimmelman, Robin 
Kimor, Rosalyn 
Kissell, John 
Kizzle, John 

Klein, Mark 
Klein, Nancy 
Klinger, Pam 
Kluber, Gary 
Klucher, Linda 
Knapp, Christina 
Knapp, Herman 
Kness, Catherine 
Koch, Linda 
Koch, Roger 
Kochis, George 
Komor, Rita 
Koot, Joan 
Korostaff, Matt 
Korostoff, Stephanie 
Kosec, Michael 
Kostanek, Doris 
Kraft, Richard P. 
Krals, Willie 
Kravitz, Arthur 
Kravitz, Bonita 
Kreindel, Bill 
Kresefsky, Ellie 
Krol, Kristine 
Kruchow, Swiatoslaw 
Kubian, Dorothy 
Kubowski, Tara 
Kuchne, Mike 
Kumar, Ashwalli 
Kunst, John 
Kusina, Michael 
Kuzio, Barbara 
LaCicero, Maria 
LaCicero, Steve 
Lamastra, Ron 
Lambo, Allison 
Lambo, Karen 
Lamonica, Susan 
Lane, Jeff 
Langdana, Farrokh 
LaRusa, Leonard 
Lasota, Marc 
Lassaro, Angela 
Latella, Antoinette 
Lavere, Philip M. 
Lawrence, Robert 
Lawyer, Jane 
Lazanta, David 
Lazar, Lynne 
Lazicky, Kelly 
Leaper, Kathleen 
LeBoent, Alan 
Leccese, Maureen 

Lee, Elliot 
Lee, Ken 
Leffler, Vera 
Len, A. 
Lesko, Kathy 
Leven, Jean 
Levenburg, Richard 
Levie, Johanna 
Levin, Gad 
Levy, Ron 
Lew, Jason 
Lewis, Michael 
Limyanksy, Lisa 
Lindsey-Mathews, F. 
Lindstrom, Theresa 
Lipton, Michael 
Loayza, Gilda 
Lobasik, K. 
Loll, Gerald L. 
Lombardi, Ralph 
Long, Glenn 
Long, Michael 
Lopes, A. 
Lopez, Ariel 
Lopez, Laura C. 
Loprista, Anne 
Lorai, Nancy 
Lorenson, Richard 
Los, Theresa 
Lott, Joan 
Louis, Vetri 
Lu, Mengshi 
Lucarelli, Gloria Jean 
Ludrigsen, Phil 
Lui, Rui 
Lukach, Maryann 
Lukczik, Gesage 
Luna, Noemy 
Lupo, Carole 
Lydon, Kevin 
Lynnett, Rodney 
Lyon, Rebecca 
Lysko, Gene S. 
MacCrea, Steve 
Maceolo, Jean 
Maghdor, Carol 
Mahoney, Gregory 
Makarenic, Jill 
Malda, Maria 
Malesko, Allison 
Mallozzi, Julia 
Malone, Renee 
Maloney, Linda
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough, New Jersey (Comment Document No. 183) (continued)

Maneilla, Hugo 
Mangano, Margaret 
Mannino, Grace 
Mantz, Mary Anne 
Marabella, Susan 
Mardone, Anne 
Marks, Ronnie 
Marning, Sonia 
Maroney, Ana 
Marshall, Jan 
Marshall, Mellissa 
Martinez, Ines 
Martinez, Juan 
Maslyn, Janine 
Massi, Mary 
Mathisen, Patricia 
May, Doborah 
Mayes, Veronica 
Mayrides, Miriam 
Mazza, Jerry 
Mazzarella, Francine 
Mazzella, Joe 
Mazzulla, Christina 
McAloon, Laryssa 
McCartney, Jean 
McCombie, Bill 
McCormick, Ryan 
McCusker, Stan 
McDowell, Janet 
McFaddle, Margaret 
McHaelson, Victor 
McHale, Richard 
McLaughlin, Donna L. 
McLaughlin, Kathleen 
McLaughlin, Thomas 
McMahon, Rita L. 
McNicol, Jennifer G. 
McSherry, Joan 
Meany, Mary 
Mediiz, Helmuth 
Meier, Barbara 
Meier, Richard 
Melinchuck, Bill 
Meltzer, Maggie 
Menafro, Mark V. 
Merritt, Mechelle 
Metcalfe, Edmund 
Meyer, Nancy 
Meyer, Pam 
Michaels, Jeff 
Michel, Debbie 
Mieglas, Jim 
Mignella, MaryAnn 

Mihailoff, George 
Mikolajczyk, Janet 
Mikrit, Blanche 
Miller, Carol 
Miller, Ellan 
Miller, Lorin 
Minichini, Paula 
Mint, Adrienne 
Mint, Mary 
Minter, Glenn 
Mitchell, Grant 
Mizewski, Marilyn 
Moeller, Barbara 
Mohandas, Nirajana 
Molisso, Mary 
Mollach, Helen 
Mongley, Jacqueline 
Monk, Lynne 
Monks, Todd 
Mooney, Kim 
Moore, Dennis 
Moran, Judy 
Moser, Virginia 
Muhlhausen, Kathleen 
Munley, Michael 
Murphy, George 
Murray, Lori 
Mussagli, Joan 
Muth, Kassie 
Myer, Gayle 
Myers, Christine 
Nagy, Allan 
Nardi, Jessica 
Nasello, Monique 
Nast, Elizabeth 
Natali, Augustus 
Natchuras, Mark 
Neal, Herman 
Neall, Ronald 
Nebsha, Michael 
Nelson, Deidre 
Nesty, Ferngudo 
Netsko, Fran 
New, Earl 
Nguyen, Tom 
Nieves, Victore 
Nivison, Patricia 
Nogal, Kimberly 
Norcia, Anthony 
Obermeier, Mary 
O’Connor, Carmelina 
O’Donnell, Marlene 
O’Donnell, Tom 

O’Kenny, Deborah 
Oldenbury, Rose 
Olear, Leslie 
Olivara, Linda 
Olivola, Linda 
Olszyk, Christine 
Omdal, Charlotte 
O’Neil, Barbara 
Onova, Kate 
Opie, Wendy 
Ortega, Amanda 
Oryniak, Thomas 
Osbourne, Antonio 
Osei, Amma 
Osmond, Gerard 
Osterhoudt, Carol 
Ottino, JoAnn 
Pace, Danielle 
Pace, Peter 
Paidipalli, Madlain 
Pakozdi, Frank 
Palaparthi, Venu 
Palatino, Laura 
Palazzo, Madeline 
Palumbo, Dom 
Pancoast, Darla 
Pankowski, Sue 
Parich, Helen 
Parker, Plyush 
Parlin, Laurie 
Pastor, Rebecca 
Patel, Viren 
Patella, Sandra 
Pearson, Mary 
Pedrick, Lou 
Pelleta, Mary 
Pellicane, Michael 
Pellichero, Karen 
Perlitz, Thomas 
Pernot, Pamela 
Peroira, Zewa 
Perovich, Dottie 
Pesarchick, Joe 
Peterman, Rob 
Peterson, Nanette 
Peterson, Susan 
Petrosio, Joseph A. 
Petz, Ellie 
Pewitt, W. Timothy 
Phillips, Marjorie 
Piercey, Tracy 
Pieretti, John 
Pikulin, Jackie
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough, New Jersey (Comment Document No. 183) (continued)

Pinchersky, Alex 
Pinzolat, Lon 
Pira, Eveyln 
Pisciotta, Kathleen 
Plesh, Tony 
Poletti, Anne 
Polk, D. 
Pollay, Thea 
Polnasek, Helen 
Pongruzzi, Sharon 
Porink, Sylvia 
Powell, Rose Marie 
Prentice, Joana 
Pristas, Susan 
Pryor, Jennifer 
Pu, Shaoyu 
Puccio, Grace 
Puglisi, Patricia 
Pulio, Carol 
Puntari, Elizabeth 
Puza, Michael J. 
Pyzik, Janell 
Quen, Jerry 
Quick, Don 
Quick, Josephine 
Quintero, Kelly 
Raab, Jim 
Raber, Marie 
Raczynski, Kathryn 
Ragsdale, Erna 
Ralinkaj, Marcy 
Ramachandra, Sridhar 
Ramos, A. 
Randall, Jeanette 
Randolph, Audrey 
Randolph, Leah 
Rapkia, Wendy 
Rasimowicz, Dianne 
Ray, Lynette 
Raymond, Christine 
Razor, Gary 
Reagel, Tina 
Reed, Jim 
Regg, Nancy 
Reid, Cicero 
Reidy, Patrick 
Reimer, David 
Reinhardt, Sharon 
Renner, Ross 
Rette, Anidan 
Riga, Tina 
Rind, Eileen 
Rinn, Susan 

Risches, Nicole 
Rista, Michele 
Ritz, Paul 
Robbias, Todd 
Rock, David 
Rodriguez, Carol 
Rofsky, Vanessa 
Rogers, Liz 
Rohr, Tamie L. 
Rolls, Peter J. 
Romanowski, Cathleen 
Rosario, Myrna 
Rosen, Norman 
Rosenlicht, Joe 
Rosenthal, Eric 
Rosenthal, Matt 
Ruben, Jann 
Rubin, Jim 
Rubritz, Hyman 
Rukorourki, Joan 
Ryan, Maggie 
Sadler, Dawn 
Sadler, Laura 
Saharko, Michael 
Sak, Lillian A. 
Salady, Beth 
Salek, John 
Salitt, Farid 
Salkowitz, Alex 
Salvatore, Marian 
Samora, Karla 
Sanders, Ardele 
Sanders, Rachel 
Sanford, Neil 
Sannone, Anne 
Santamaria, Monica A. 
Santoro, Denise 
Santoro, Karen 
Santoromita, Lee 
Santos, Cynthia 
Sardinis, C. 
Sarkodiek, Yaw 
Sarola, Ranier 
Sarshad, Nadder 
Sattar, Wahid 
Sayla, James 
Sayle, Darryle 
Scangamor, Eleanor 
Scarpa, Denise 
Scerbi, Joseph 
Scheetz, Martha 
Schemm, Christina 
Schlemer, Marilyn 

Schmake, Jim 
Schmidt, Greg 
Schmidt, M. 
Schmidt, Max 
Schmitt, Sharon 
Schneider, Ron 
Schorr, Matt 
Schramm, Kathy 
Schultheis, Lisa R. 
Schultheiss, Rosemary 
Schultz, Kenneth 
Schwartz, Bryan 
Schwartz, Geoffrey 
Schwartz, Jim 
Schwertfeyer, Donald 
Scisorek, Kim 
Scott, Len 
Scott, Lori 
Scrivanich, Lora 
Seery, Lisa 
Seguine, Lynn 
Seller, Patricia 
Serido, Lauren 
Serpe-Pinkney, Deborah 
Shah, D. 
Shander, Arthur 
Shapiro, Alan 
Sharma, Adarsh 
Shatch, Amin 
Sherman, Donna 
Sherman, Gregory 
Sherwood, Ada 
Sherwood, Robert 
Shirazi, Jalir 
Sickler, Blanche 
Siebert, Kevin 
Siegel, Ruth M. 
Silva, Jorge 
Silver, Karen 
Silverman, Christine 
Singer, Judy 
Sinibaldi, Phil 
Sitts, Ron 
Siverly, James R. 
Slar, A.P. 
Slarano, Wayne 
Slego, Peter 
Sloan, Cheryl 
Smethers, Geida 
Smilowitz, Howard 
Smith, Anne 
Smith, Chris 
Smith, Gwenn
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough, New Jersey (Comment Document No. 183) (continued)

Smith, Jeff 
Smith, Johnathon 
Smith, Valerie 
Snipes, Carl B. 
Sorrentino, Ralph 
Sozanne, Marcy 
Spiotta, Marianne 
Sprovieri, John 
Staab, C. 
Staats, Beatrice 
Stack, Richard A. 
Stafform, Audre 
Stanton, R. 
Starck, Deborah R. 
Stassord, Delores 
Steeneck, Karen 
Stevens, Scott 
Stewart, Kimberly 
Stine, Theresa 
Stirling, Keith 
Stock, Toni 
Stoppas, Greg 
Stratton, Jeanette 
Strez, Natalie 
Stump, Kristina 
Sullivan, Paul F. 
Surampadt, Prasad 
Surampudi, Aparna 
Surdan, Debbie 
Szafroski, Alexander 
Taberno, Mary 
Tagliareni, A. 
Tagliareni, Kathy 
Tallman, Michele 
Tanko, Mandi 
Tarsey, M.A. 
Tauscher, John 
Taylor, Chris 
Taylor, Margaret 
Tepper, Maryann 
Thickstun, Bill 
Thiella, Les 
Thomas, Dawn 
Thomas, Debra 
Thomas, Farhe 
Thomas, Marietta 
Thomas, Mary 
Thomas, Nancy 

Thomas, Randy 
Thompson, Helga 
Thrash, Jim 
Tisanolini, John 
Tobia, Regina 
Tomczyk, Annette 
Tomko, Glen 
Torgerson, Peggy 
Tornillo, Cheryl 
Trestor, Chris 
Tricario, Joseph 
Trifletti, Debbie 
Trimmer, Mark 
Triovannis, Joanne 
Trivedi, Malar 
Trujillo, James 
Turner, Christina 
Ulrich, Andra 
Vaccaro, Lou 
Valerzano, Michael 
VanAntwerp, Katherine 
Vanbier, Glenn 
Vanderwal, Dean 
Vangeli, Debbie 
VanHouten, Margaret 
Vanuitert, Deena 
Varettoni, Cindy 
Varia, Makesh 
Varoden, Jerome 
Varzal, Diane 
Vendetti, Jann 
Venis, Lisa 
Ventura, Irene D. 
Vias, Purvi 
Vicci, Cathy R. 
Vignola, Carmela 
Visnic, Steve 
Visnosky, Suzanne 
Volpe, Michael 
Vulih, Diane 
Vulovic, Linda S. 
Wagner, Judy 
Wallace, Joseph 
Wallas, G. Kerry 
Wang, Ching T. 
Wang, Minnie 
Ward, Athena 
Ward, John 

Ward, Judy 
Ward, Susan 
Warianka, Kristina 
Warianka, Margaret 
Wawtroslk, Margaret 
Weidner, Kathryn 
Weigard, Stacy 
Weil, Lori 
Weinberger, Maria 
Weis, Michael 
Weldon, Eric 
Welker, Don 
Wengryn, Barbara 
Wertz, Caitlin 
Westfall, Susan 
Wherherim, Emmanuel 
Whisyed, Lee 
Wicklund, Barbara 
Wiesner, Charmaine 
Willard, Thomas P. 
Williams, Bridget 
Williams, Carolyn 
Wilson, Eleanor 
Wisantora, Anthony 
Wise, K. 
Wooley, Kristen 
Worton, Kenneth 
Wouters, John 
Wowchuck, Carolyn 
Wright, Dana 
Wright, Kimberly 
Wright, Sally 
Wurtzel, David C. 
Yahi, Slim 
Yi, Chia-Feng 
York, Cindy 
Young, Kathy 
Yuen, Joanne 
Yusiewicz, Jennifer 
Zagari, Marianne 
Zaslow, Maxine 
Zedowski, Mark J. 
Zimmerman, Rita 
Zinser, Glenn 
Zito, Kimberly 
Zulinski, Sonia 
Zumoro, Carlos 
Zuylowski, Margaret

  Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury Storage at the New Haven, Depot— 
  Adult Community Members (Comment Document No. 184A)

Alexander, Tracy 
Amick, Brad 
Aspy, Rose 

Atchley Jr., David 
Bader, Daniel 
Baker, Amanda 

Barrand, Roxanne D. 
Batdorf, Gwen 
Beckman, Lisa
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury Storage at the New Haven, Depot— 
  Adult Community Members (Comment Document No. 184A) (continued)

Bedwell, John 
Bedwell, Kevin 
Bedwell, Karen 
Behnampour, Shahrokh and 

Linda 
Bell, Angela 
Bitner, Nancy 
Blair, Jill 
Bradtmueller, Jim 
Bradtmueller, Margene 
Brueck, Lowell E. 
Bure, Patricia 
Burford, Keri 
Butcher, Nancy 
Butcher, Wanda 
Cage, Chris 
Cain, Jill N. 
Campbell, Margaret E. 
Cartwright, Tom 
Claymiller, Ed 
Comer, Fannie 
Dabney, Beverly J. 
David, Mogan 
David, Suzanne 
Davis, Devonna 
Davis, Theodore A. 
Dawson, Jacque J. 
Dehucoway, Edward N. 
Dennis, Elaine 
Depew, C. Victor 
Derickson, Laurel 
Doenges, Douglas 
Dornseif, Ellen 
Dube, Joshua 
Ely, Julie K. 
Ferrier, Bryan 
Franke, Thomas A. 
Franz, Kent 
Freimuth, Rita 
Fulton, Pamela 
Gepfert, Joyce 
Gerardot, James 
Gerbers, Stacie 
Girardot, Donna 
Gordon, JoAnna 
Gray, Suzanne C. 
Griebel, Jim 
Gronau, Carolyn 
Gustin, Cyrus 
Hallfeldt, Alan A. 
Harger, Linda 
Hartman, Sandra 

Hartman-Swart, Elizabeth 
Hartwig, Steve 
Hawthorne, Kathy 
Hayes, Katherine 
Henry, Bob 
Hermann, M. Joan 
Hevel, Nancy 
Hodge, Vickie 
Hoeppner, Martha A. 
Howard, Barbara 
Irvine, Wahna Louise 
Johnston, Doug 
Kaiser, Charlotte 
Keen, Becky 
Kill, Sheryl 
Koeste, Virginia A. 
Krauter, Lorena C. 
Krauter, Dan F. 
Krider, Harry D. 
Kring, Don 
Lash, Lawrence R. 
Leondard, Linda 
Libyss, Linda L. 
Lomont, Ronald E. 
Lomont, Greg 
Losher, Lori B. 
Love Jr., Jerry A. 
Maggart, Jerry L. 
Markley, Darwin C. 
Martin, RoseAnn 
Martin, Diane 
Mason, Barbara 
Mata, Janet 
McAlexander, Wm. Dale 
McEvoy, Janet K. 
McIntosh, Dan and Geraldine 
Melcher, Donnalyn 
Merica, Larry G. 
Mertz, Pat 
Meyer, Penny 
Meyer, Janet 
MiClish, Kevin 
Miller, Melanie 
Moehring, Abby 
Muldoon, Laura 
Murphy, Sue 
Myer, Nancy E. 
Niemeyer, Jon K. 
North, John W. 
Panonl, Harry 
Parker, Michelle 
Patterson, Nakia 

Pelueger, Steven M. 
Pequignot, Michael 
Pollard, Darlene 
Ratliff, Alberta 
Recker, Andy 
Reeb, Phyllis 
Richard, Susan 
Ries Jr., Russell J. 
Roberts, Laura 
Robinson, Connie J. 
Robinson, Ann 
Rorick, R. Ann 
Roth, Dorothy L. 
Roth, Thomas A. 
Roth, Dawn E. 
Rothgeb, Mark A. 
Roy, Shari 
Rydell, Brenda 
Sandoval, Victor 
Sargent, Carl D. 
Saylor, Gayleen 
Scheumann, Kristin 
Schoof, Carol S. 
Schrader, Mendy 
Seidel, Stacey 
Shear, Sandy E. 
Sholty, Vicki 
Short, Karen 
Smith, Mark A. 
Smith-Causey, Jodi 
Snyder, Robin 
Spieth, Tina M. 
Steffen, Patricia L. 
Stemmler, Ruth 
Stilwell, Shirley 
Stopher, Julie 
Stoppenhegen, Donald H. 
Theisen, Allison 
Thomas, Gloria D. 
Tracy, Kathy 
Trowbridge, Judith 
Ummel, Sharon 
Voelker, Linda R. 
Vondran, Sheryll 
Walker, Lilleai L. 
Waymire, Mindy 
Weber, Kevin 
Weisenburger, Edward R. 
Weisenburger, Judy 
Westwater, Dewaine 
Wheaton, Earl D. 
Whittern, Deloris 
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury Storage at the New Haven, Depot— 
  Adult Community Members (Comment Document No. 184A) (continued)

Wickham, Elizabeth 
Wietfeldt, Fred 
Wolfe, Nancy Ann 

Workman, Julie 
Wurm, Victor J. 
Wylie, Teddie 

Zachany, Lisa 
Zimmey, Jon 

  Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury Storage at the New Haven, Depot— 
  Future Leaders of the Community (Comment Document No. 184B)

Abbott, Jacob S. 
Abbott, William M. 
Adam, Alicia 
Adamonis, Sara 
Adams, Andrea 
Adams, Ashley 
Adams, Joe 
Adams, Julie 
Ahlersmeyer, Eileen E. 
Akins, Simone 
Al-Esawi-Al-Ejalewe-

Bowman, Carrie Ann 
Al-Janabi, Carla 
Al-Janabi, Jeffrey 
Allgeies, Travis 
Allgeler, Chrissy 
Ames, Josh 
Amstutz, Colton 
Amstutz, Joe 
Baker, Robin 
Ball, James M. 
Ball, Josie 
Ball, Schaelley 
Bangert, Jeremy 
Barr, Eric 
Barrett, Jason 
Baughman, Donna 
Baughman, Steve  
Beard, L.L. 
Beasley, Jill 
Becraft, Mike 
Beemer, Shanna 
Beker, Pete 
Bell, Jeromie 
Belvin, Cory 
Bender, Ashlee 
Bennett, Tiffany 
Bergman, Molly 
Berry, Carl 
Berry, Jordan 
Biddle, Allison 
Bishop, Danielle M. 
Blackmon, Norma L. 
Blauvelt, Nicole 
Bloxson, Gregory 
Bloxson, J.D. 
Bloxson, Sharon 

Bloxson, Zachary 
Boisvert, Tiffany 
Bonde, Brandi 
Borton, Nina 
Bowser, Emily 
Bradtmueller, Pam  
Braun, Danielle 
Britt, Brenda 
Brock, Erica 
Brockhous, Connie S. 
Brooks, Kara 
Browand, John 
Browand, Sarah 
Brown, Antonio 
Brown, Mallory 
Brown, Sarah 
Brueggemann, Amy 
Brueggemann, Mary 
Bruick, Melissa 
Bryan, Mary A. 
Buchmeier, Tim 
Buescher, Cassandra 
Burford, Trentyn 
Burkart, Patrick 
Burns, Ashley 
Burse, Tamera 
Butt, James 
Butt, Teresa  
Cartwright, Joe 
Chaffee, Brittainy 
Cheatham, Paige 
Cheviron, David J. 
Childers, Nathan 
Childs, Brittany 
Chin, Ashley 
Christensen, Heidi 
Christianer, Sharon  
Claypool, Laura 
Clements, Barbara 
Clost, Scott  
Cobb, Vicki 
Compeau, Dan 
Compston, Nicole 
Cottrell, Amanda 
Craig, Andy 
Crone, Adam 
Croy, Barbara 

Croy, David L. 
Cubias, Brian 
Culbertson, Gerri 
Curneal, Andrea 
Dager, Amanda 
Dager, Anthony 
Dager Jr., James L. 
Damentka, Lucy 
Dannaoue, Waseam 
Danner, Amanda 
David, Chad M. 
David, Erica 
Dawnan, Brian 
Dawson, Thom 
Deininger, Darlene 
Delagvance, Janice 
Dent, Carolyn 
Desjordins, Dan 
Deweese, Jenna 
Deyer, Chris 
Deyer, Sheryl 
Dolley, Derek 
Domoni, Zal 
Douglas, Mallory 
Drummer, Marilyn 
Dumford, Alex 
Dumford, Jessica 
Dunn, Elaina 
Dyben, Brandon 
Dye, James 
Eakright, Jerod 
Edwards, Derrick 
Egri, Devon 
Ehle, Brooke 
Eichorn, Jenny 
Ellison, Jeannie 
Ellsworth, Nathan 
Ente, Alex 
Evans, Ashley 
Fackler, Amanda 
Farrell, Kelli 
Fendel, Jeramy 
Ferguson, Stacey 
Ferguson, William M. 
Fine, Neil 
Fink, Genesis 
Fischman, Diane 
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury Storage at the New Haven, Depot— 
  Future Leaders of the Community (Comment Document No. 184B) (continued)

Fisher, Colinda 
Fisher, Stevie 
Forbes, Amanda 
Francher, Christy 
Freeman, Ashley 
Freeze, Kati 
Friend, Kristin 
Frohberg, Leslie A. 
Fultz, J.A. 
Gaddy, Adam 
Gage, Bridget 
Gallion, Danielle 
Garman, Courtney 
Gase, Lyndsay 
Gibson, Chuck 
Gibson, Lisa 
Gillespie, Clinton 
Gillespie, Logan 
Goeglein, Kent 
Goranson, Susan 
Gordon, Chris 
Gordon, Hydee 
Gordon, Jonathon 
Gordon, Karen R. 
Gordon, Steven 
Gottfried, Nick 
Graddy, Nicholas 
Grant, Chantelle 
Grawcock, Kodi 
Grayless, Chris 
Greek, Eugene 
Green, Heather 
Greenman, Burdette 
Greenman, Jason 
Greenman, Karen 
Gressley, Stephanie 
Gruss, Lisa  
Guptail, Julie 
Guptail, Michael L. 
Gustin Jr., Leroy L. 
Habisch, Jason 
Hagan, Serena 
Hale, Sandy 
Hanefeld, Linda 
Hany, Ryan 
Harshman, Katherine 
Hauke, Ann E. 
Heath, Michael 
Hecht, Wendy 
Hellerud, Nate 
Henning, Samantha 
Henry, Steve 

Henry, Sue 
Herman, Jessica 
Hevel, Amanda 
Hickey, Marissa 
Higginbotham, Kendra 
Higginbotham, Kristy 
Higgins, Amanda 
Hilker, Jessica 
Hitzemann, Florence 
Hockemeyer, Jane 
Hockemeyer, Julaine 
Holocher, Cheyenne 
Holt, Emilee 
Holycross, Matt 
Hotchkiss, Gisela 
Huffman, Amanda 
Huffman, Sinda 
Hughes, Amy 
Hughes, Sean 
Hunt, Judith A. 
Inglese, Jennifer 
Isenbarger, Chris 
Jackson, David 
Jacquay, Lisa 
Janes, Matt 
Janes, Stacie 
Jehl, Jessica 
Johnson, Amanda 
Johnson, Dennis 
Johnson, Paul D. 
Johnson, Stephanie 
Jones, Jessica 
Jones, Lindsey 
Jones, Sandy 
Jones, Taryn 
Justus, Jamie 
Kart, Jill L. 
Kaufman, Heidi 
Kaufman, Sasha 
Kaylor, Christina 
Keen, Ryan 
Keeny, Rusty 
Keesler, Brandon 
Kelley, Andy 
Kelley, Scott 
Kelly, Josiah 
Kendall, Molly 
Kennedy, Jeff 
Kerbel, William 
Kersjes, Sharon  
Kiesel, Heather 
Kinney, Alysha 

Kinney, Derick 
Kinney, Greg 
Kline, Amy 
Korepanova, Anna 
Kramer, Emily 
Kraner, Kelly 
Kreier, Kay G. 
Kreier, Walter 
Kreis, Nicole 
Kreisher, Dennis  
Kreisher, Joyce A. 
Ladig, Dan 
Lake, Danielle 
Lambert, Amanda 
Light, Ashlee 
Lineberry, Diane 
Lineberry, Jim 
Linehan, Robin 
Linker, Teresa 
Logan, Meredith 
Lothamer, Lance 
Lough, Bobby 
Love, Dennis 
Love, Karen 
Lowe, Blake 
Lytle, Brian 
Lytle, Crystal 
Lytle, Kyle 
Mackin, Jeff 
Maiden, Brandon 
Mansfeld, Whitney 
Marhenke, Meghan 
Markley, Erica L. 
Marshall II, Virgil 
Martin, Alecia 
Mason, Brittany 
Mathieu, Paul 
McCartney, Kevin 
McCracken, Karen D. 
McDonald, Caitlin 
McDonald, Terry E. 
McDowell, Brent 
McDulade, John 
McEvoy, Chrystal 
McGuire, Larry 
McHenry, Jonah 
McIntosh, David M. 
McKale, Megan 
McKale, Whitney 
McKenzie, Veronica 
McKinley, Alex 
Meadows, Brandon 
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury Storage at the New Haven, Depot— 
  Future Leaders of the Community (Comment Document No. 184B) (continued)

Menshy, Cheri  
Messick, Amber 
Meyer, Judith D. 
Michael, Tom 
Miller, Holly 
Miller, Krystal 
Miller, Kyra 
Miller, Rachel A. 
Mills, Bud 
Miner, Keith 
Minick, Char 
Minick, Jennifer 
Minick, Ken  
Mix, Cherlyn 
Mock, Leesa 
Moeller, Danielle 
Monday, Sebrina 
Monroe, Gloria 
Monter, Mariana 
Monter, Perla 
Morimanno, Kayla 
Morton, Kate 
Mowan, Kimberly 
Muldoon, Joe 
Murphy, Leah 
Murphy, Natasha 
Murphy, Sarah 
Murphy, Sherri 
Myers, Michelle 
Nealy, Josh 
Nelson, Andrew 
Neuhaus, Heather 
Neumann, Linda S. 
Newswanger, Ben 
Nichols, Amber 
Nichter, Chad 
Nichter, Judith 
Norton, Marjorie R. 
Nottage, Gabrielle 
Ort, Betty 
Osmanovic, Elvisa 
Osterman, Tim 
Painter, Jenna M. 
Panyand, Penny 
Parker, David 
Parris, Brandy 
Parrish, Jerad 
Partribe, Danner 
Patnoude, Robbi 
Patton, Ryan 
Patty, Rose 
Payne, Jered 

Pease, Jenny 
Pelz, Dan and Kim 
Pemberton, Crista 
Pemberton, Christy 
Pemberton, Emily 
Pemberton, Ted  
Peterson, Nancy 
Phifer, Tamica M. 
Phifer, Thomas 
Pishvai, Tony 
Platt, Kyle 
Poiry, Stephan M. 
Police, Joseph  
Prather, Kevin 
Preston, Ashley 
Pucher, Daniel 
Pucher, Melody 
Puckett, Derick 
Puckett, Jessica 
Purvis, Heather 
Purvis, Mary Jo 
Purvis, Tabatha 
Quandt, Haley 
Ramirez, Jessica 
Ramsey, Allexa 
Rauch, Abby 
Reed, Jenna 
Reichhart, Melissa 
Reif, Keli B. 
Rider, Amanda 
Rife, Erika 
Rikard, Ashley 
Ritchie, Phillip 
Rivera, Eric 
Robinson, Mike 
Romary, Adrienne 
Rondot, Amanda 
Roper, Jacquelyn 
Rumsahag, Matt 
Rupp, Jo 
Saalfrank, Ann 
Sampson, Casey 
Samra-Theurer, Ann 
Santana, Yanci 
Sarrazin, Jamie 
Sauer, Alexandra 
Saylor, Josh 
Schaadt, Lois M. 
Schafer, Cheryl 
Schaffer, Aaron 
Scherer, Amber 
Scherschel, Sue 

Schimes, Krystal 
Schimmel Jr., Fred W. 
Schimmel, Ruth Ann 
Schoenle, Jennifer 
Schortgen, Adam 
Schumm, Imogene 
Schwartz, Emanuel C. 
Scott, Deborah 
Scott, Donald 
Secrist, Staci 
Sent, Teresa 
Shaffer, Nick 
Shanebrook, Jenny  
Shelpman, Natasha 
Shoemaker, Jonathon 
Showman, Jeff 
Showman, Matthew 
Showman, Megan 
Showman, Mitchel 
Showman, Morgan 
Showman, Tracy 
Shumaker, Kirstie 
Silvers, Kristin 
Sinacola, Jane 
Slusher, Brandon 
Slusher, Justin 
Smith, Aimee 
Smith, Angie 
Smith, Erin 
Smith, Jesse 
Smuts, Brittany 
Snyder, Austin 
Sowles, Aaron 
Spurr, Michelle 
Starewich, Andee 
Stark, Christina L. 
Stauffer, Jonathon 
Steckley, Alice 
Steinman, Eric 
Stenley, Matt 
Stephanites, Amanda 
Stephens, Jerry W. 
Stephens, Marjorie M. 
Stevens, Heather 
Stevenson, Charity 
Stoffer, Nate 
Stotler, Megan 
Stroh, Sam 
Strong, Chris 
Swygart, Ben 
Syster, Liz 
Tevis, Dot 
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Table 2–2.  Individual Commentors as Part of a Campaign or Petition (Continued) 
  Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury Storage at the New Haven, Depot— 
  Future Leaders of the Community (Comment Document No. 184B) (continued)

Tews, Ralph G. 
Theetge, Nicole 
Theurer, Mallorie 
Thomas, Chad 
Thompson, Eric 
Thorpe, Ashley 
Tibbot, Thomas R. 
Tompkins, Mandy 
Tompkins, Maranda L. 
Tompkins, Mauriah 
Tracey, Violet E. 
Trevino, Sarah 
Trout, Amanda 
Trzynka, Julie 
Trzynka, Michelle 
Turk, Brian 
Turk, Tommy 
Tuttle, Meagan 

Umphrey, Scott 
Varner, Ellen 
Vaughn, Trevor 
Vazquez, Erik 
Walda, Joyce 
Waldon, Robert W. 
Walsh, Tabatha 
Walz, Rick  
Watkins, Jessica 
Weimer, Alan 
Welsh, Jennifer 
Wesner, JoAnn 
Wesner, Wm. J. 
White, Ann 
Whitehurst, Nic 
Whitesell, Nicole 
Wiesehan, Linda 
Wilder, Pam 

Williams, Brittney 
Wilsford, Ember 
Wilson, Abigail 
Wilson, Carrie 
Winger, Allison 
Winget, Chris 
Wissman, Barbara 
Wissman, Steven K. 
Woods, Jennifer 
Workman, Mary 
Wright, Megan 
Wyrick, John M. 
Wyrick, Shawna 
Yoder, Rachel 
Youngblutt, Jasmine 
Zent, Tyler 
Zoller, Jenny 
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2.2 COMMENT DOCUMENTS 
 
This section presents the written comment documents received by DNSC on the Draft Mercury 
Management Environmental Impact Statement (MM EIS) from email, fax, U.S. mail, and the Web site; 
oral comments recorded and transcribed from voice mail; and oral comments recorded and transcribed 
from the public meetings. 
 
The comment documents are presented in order by identification number.  Documents with identical 
content are presented once.  Individual comments within a comment document are denoted by a vertical 
line in the margin and an issue category code that corresponds to the responses presented in Section 2.3. 
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Commentor No. 1: Dorothy Shifley 

 

SE-2 

AC-1 

RA-1 

AN-1 
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Commentor No. 2: James D. Webster 

 

LU-2 
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Commentor No. 2: James D. Webster (continued) 

 

LU-2 
(cont’d.) 

PP-1 

AC-1 
SE-1 
SE-2 

NP-1 
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Commentor No. 2: James D. Webster (continued) 

 
 

NP-1 
(cont’d.) 

AC-1 
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Commentor No. 3: Steve Loeschner 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

How much are we talking about here? “The chlorine industry, which historically used large 
amounts of mercury in the production of chlorine before gradually phasing out its use, has 
supported efforts to convince the government to take title of its supplies.  The industry has 
proposed donating its supplies to the government – thereby keeping it off global markets – in 
exchange for liability relief.” See S.616 

 
Commentor No. 4: Madonna Harrington Meyer 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I understand that you are thinking of storing tons of mercury in [upstate] New York.  You 
cannot do this.  Do not transport the mercury to Seneca Lake.  Do not store it there either.  The 
Finger Lakes are a precious natural resource and they must be preserved.  Even trace amounts 
of mercury are dangerous to humans and other living organisms. 

 
Commentor No. 5: Louis L. Lobdell 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I live in Seneca Falls, New York and do a lot of fishing for food and sport and I don’t want a 
mercury storage are anywhere near our beautiful Finger Lakes for the fear of a leak that could 
cause our lakes to be contaminated with mercury poisoning.  New York already has Onondaga 
Lake, which is one of the most contaminated [contaminated] lakes in the country and we don’t 
need another one.  Due to the continual closing of factories in and around upstate New York 
we are losing a lot of the resources we had to attract moneys [monies] into our area.  Our lakes 
and the fishing they provide are about all we really have left.  Please don’t store your mercury 
in New York State.  Sincerely yours, Louie Lobdell. 

 
Commentor No. 6: Utah Department of Environmental Quality 

Connie Rauen 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am interested in learning more about the environmental inspection and monitoring 
requirements for the stored mercury.  What environmental monitoring will be necessary and 
who will conduct the monitoring.  Who will provide money for the monitoring/who will 
conduct the monitoring.  Is the document “Environmental Inspection Plan for Mercury in 
Storage” available electronically? 
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Commentor No. 7: Captain Curtiss C. King 
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  2–29 

Commentor No. 8: Marian Nelson 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

If all the mercury is "safely stored" at various sites - why not just leave it there? At the rate 
things are happening now, our part of Utah is shaping up to be a prime target for terrorists or a 
natural disaster. Let’s not make it worse. marian nelson 

 
Commentor No. 9: Bob Nelson 

 
 
Commentor No. 10: Douglas Knowlton 
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Commentor No. 11: Chantelle E. Harris 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

To whom it may concern: I have recently learned of the government’s desire to store the 
mercury at the Tooele Army Depot. I am strongly opposed to this for several reasons. We 
bought our home here in Tooele less than a month ago. We are located about 1 mile from the 
army depot. We purchased out here because it is a good safe place to raise a family. We feel 
that our children will have more freedom and safety here than elsewhere. If mercury is stored 
near our home our children will be robbed of that freedom and safety. This will seriously affect 
our community! There are millions of acres of uninhabited space in this country where 
hazardous materials can be stored. One mile from my new home should NOT be one of them. 
The storage of these chemicals will also drive down property values and reduce the ability to 
re-sale which could drive up the already high foreclosure rates in this area. Mercury should be 
stored in a remote area where there are no residences for 100 miles not in our backyard. Thank 
you for your time. Sincerely, Chantelle E. Harris 

 
Commentor No. 12: Barbra Luce-Turner 

 
 
Commentor No. 13: Jim and Lynn Shaw 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

We are against the storage of mercury in Tooele County in the state of Utah. I am tired of this 
beautiful valley being used as a dumping ground for hazardous materials. I do not feel that our 
elected officials speak for us in this matter if they are for the storage. I feel that there is a lot of 
greed in this county to allow the storage of these hazardous materials, they are only in it for the 
money and do not care about the families that live here. We moved into this valley 3 years ago 
and 6 months later learned that it was the number 1 polluted county in the entire United States. 
We having be hoping that the news would settle down so that we can sell our house and move 
out of this polluted area but unfortunately the county keeps trying to bring this waste into our 
backyards. PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS POLLUTION TO BE BROUGHT INTO MY 
BACKYARD, THINK OF MY CHILDREN AND OTHERS WHEN YOU MAKE THIS 
DECISION. I ASK YOU WOULD YOU WANT THIS IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD??? 
AND IF SO WHY ARE YOU NOT TRYING TO BID ON THE STORAGE???? PLEASE 
GIVE ME AN ANSWER TO MY LAST TWO QUESTIONS. THANK YOU, JIM AND 
LYNN SHAW 
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Commentor No. 14: R.G.W. Fort Wayne 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

From Ft Wayne Indiana / Why do we have so much mercury, and what do we intend to do with 
it, or what is it used for?     Thank you   RGW Fort Wayne 

 
Commentor No. 15: James F. Shearer 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

We simply have to get over this “not in my backyard” syndrome.  The Mercury isn’t going to 
magically go away.  I support using current storage plans, as long as transportation of the 
Mercury is kept to an absolute minimum, and shipped to the depot CLOSEST to its present 
location.  This reasonable restriction is necessary to prevent either an accidental mishap, or a 
terrorist act. 

 
Commentor No. 16: Kevin 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Please don’t bring any more toxic waste into Utah. Even if Tooele wants it, the rest of Utah has 
to live with it. And we don’t want it. 

 
Commentor No. 17: Cristen Walker 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

As a resident of Tooele county I find it appalling that my town would be considered as a 
storage site for large amounts of mercury. Mercury is a well known toxin that can cause many 
health concerns including decreased quality of life, premature death and severe birth defects. 
Even knowing all of the danger it possesses, the DNSC and local government officials claim 
with a straight face that storing mercury in Tooele poses no threat to the local residents. If a 
large storage site is needed, find one away from an area of human population. Not one that is 
near families, livestock and densely populated areas. Provide this new area with a high level of 
security and treat mercury as you would any other highly toxic chemical. 

 
Commentor No. 18: Barbara McKnight 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Please do not store excess mercury in Romulus, New York. 

 

PN-2 

AC-3 

AC-1 
 RT-1 
 

AC-1 
WM-1 

AC-1 
 

SB-1 

 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–32  

Commentor No. 19: Neil Chaffie 

 
 
Commentor No. 20: Diane Gorgy 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am a resident of Hillsborough, NJ.  I am extremely concerned about the storage of the 
mercury at the depot on Roycefield Road.  All of the residents in the adjoining areas have well 
water.  The possibility of contamination of the well water is definitely a concern.  Hillsborough 
has a large population.  Storage a toxic substance in such a large quantity in this community is 
inappropriate.  If an emergency situation arises where mercury is volatilized, the number of 
resident affected would be great.  Please consider moving the mercury storage to a site that is 
less populated. 
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Commentor No. 21: Nancy Sullivan 
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Commentor No. 22: HQ JMC – G4 Munitions Base Management Directorate 
Jay Lundberg  

 
 
Commentor No. 23: John McGuire 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Stated that it would be reckless to consider mercury storage between two metropolitan areas in 
New York. 

 
Commentor No. 24: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

(Note: 4 minute message – comment below is highly paraphrased): Responding to a recent 
“article” in which an area of central NY has been identified as a possible storage site for excess 
mercury.  Caller currently suffering from disease she believes is caused by mercury amalgam 
fillings.  Believes many diseases have a mercury-based component.  States that “you guys are 
‘freaking nuts’ to consider storage in NY because it will eventually leak into groundwater.” 
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Commentor No. 25: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
Charles Ellis 
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Commentor No. 26: Ohio Historic Preservation Office 
Julie Quinlan  

 

CR-1 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–37 

Commentor No. 27: United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Anne Norton Miller 
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Comment No. 28: Tennessee Historical Commission 
Herbert L. Harper 
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Commentor No. 29: Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs 
Alice M. Baldrica  
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Commentor No. 30: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
Ellie L. Irons  

 



Comment Documents and Responses 
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Commentor No. 30: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
Ellie L. Irons (continued) 
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Commentor No. 30: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
Ellie L. Irons (continued) 
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Commentor No. 30: Virginia Department of Environmental Quality 
Ellie L. Irons (continued) 
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Commentor No. 31: Board of Commissioners of the County of Allen 
Marla J. Irving et al. 
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Commentor No. 31: Board of Commissioners of the County of Allen 
Marla J. Irving et al. (continued) 
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Commentor No. 32: New Haven Adams Township Fire Department 
John Bennett  
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Commentor No. 32: New Haven Adams Township Fire Department 
John Bennett (continued) 
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Commentor No. 33: Common Council of the City of New Haven 
Honorable Terry E. McDonald and Brenda Adams 
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Commentor No. 34: Tim Schiel 
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Commentor No. 35: New Haven, Indiana, Mayor’s Youth Advisory Committee 
Alecia Martin 
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Commentor No. 36: Melvin Krueckeberg 
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Commentor No. 37: John C. Bedwell 

 

AP-1 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–53 

Commentor No. 38: Susie Renfrow 
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Commentor No. 39: Robert Hughes 
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Commentor No. 40: Karen Schafbuch 
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Commentor No. 41: Tammy Zeigler 
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Commentor No. 42: David Gilbert 
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Commentor No. 43: Ronald F. Dager 

 
 
Commentor No. 44: Sandra A. Dager 
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Commentor No. 45: City of New Haven 
Honorable Terry A. Werling 
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Commentor No. 46: Bettie Downs 
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Commentor No. 47: Monell Pascarella 
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Commentor No. 48: Trumbull County Emergency Management Department (and 
Hazmat) 
Donald Waldron 
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Commentor No. 49: Louise Copenhaver 
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Commentor No. 50: Linda Pittano 
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Commentor No. 51: Gene Longo 
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Commentor No. 52: Ruth Longo 
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Commentor No. 53: Indiana Department of Environmental Management  
Lori F. Kaplan 
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Commentor No. 53: Indiana Department of Environmental Management  
Lori F. Kaplan (continued) 

 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–69 

Commentor No. 54: United States House of Representatives 
Honorable Mark E. Souder  
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Commentor No. 55: New Haven Chamber of Commerce 
Ronald K. Oetting and Lawrence Lash 
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Commentor No. 55: New Haven Chamber of Commerce 
Ronald K. Oetting and Lawrence Lash (continued) 
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Commentor No. 56: Karen A. Bedwell 
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Commentor No. 57: Jamie Savastano 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I won’t be able to attend the hearing tonight about getting rid of the “Somerville Depot” of 
Mercury storage, but I just read your article in the Star Ledger online and felt I could at least 
get you another vote from my husband and I in Readington NJ to get the Depot out of 
Hillsborough. 

 
Commentor No. 58: Diane Gorgy 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am concerned with the mercury storage at the Depot in Hillsborough, NJ for a variety of 
reasons.  First and foremost, is that Hillsborough is a highly populated area.  Second is that a 
large percentage of homes in the immediate area where the mercury is stored have well water 
with shallow wells (especially some of the older homes).  Additionally, the depot where the 
mercury is stored is not particularly well guarded.  Because it is easily assessable but not easily 
visible, the possibility of tampering with the mercury supply is probably high.  This is a 
concern to me because there are lots of vehicles that utilize Roycefield Road (the County 
Roadworks storage area adjoins the property), so it would not be particularly suspicious to see 
trucks, heavy equipment, even helicopters approaching the property.  With the amount of 
publicity this site has received recently, it could easily become a target for terrorists. 

 
Commentor No. 59: Jeff Hanmann 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Is the mercury considered a hazardous waste or a hazardous material?  Different rules apply in 
the state of Utah.  Is the Utah Industrial Depot (UID) storage facility qualified or have any 
experience storing mercury?  Who is responsible for site security and emergency response?  
Who will pay for the security and monitoring upgrades at UID?  Leave it where it is!!!!!!!!! 
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Commentor No. 60: Marie Zakaluk 
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Commentor No. 61: Nicholas Amato 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I live in Hillsborough on Fisher Drive.  Take the mercury out of Hillsborough and put it in your 
backyard! 

 
Commentor No. 62: Janet Havet 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I live in Hillsborough NJ and appose the storage of ANY Mercury @ this location.  Our area is 
highly populated to risk additional health concerns, and or terrorist actions!!  Please pick a 
safer place to store this dangerous material.  Thank you in advance. 

 
Commentor No. 63: Mitchell Miles 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I’m scared that the mercury is located here (Hillsborough, NJ0 due to its proximity to a major 
airport and the population density of the area.  I hope the federal government will make the 
right decision and remove it.  It scares my family and I who all live in the area. 

 
Commentor No. 64: Margauth Dimitrov-Kuhl 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I vehemently oppose storing huge quantities of such a toxic substance in such a densely 
populated area.  The fact that this decision is based on public comment so that if enough people 
do not oppose this we might be stuck with this material flabbergasts me.  Move it to the desert 
where there are less people. 

 
Commentor No. 65: Roger Clayton 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

After the Indiana meeting I feel that the New Haven depot should be removed from the area. 
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Commentor No. 66: M. Lynn Kurek 
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  2–77 

Commentor No. 67: Campaign:  Support for the Consolidated  
Storage Alternative 

 
 
Note: This represents 68 letters received from individuals and couples throughout the 

United States (see Table 2–2 of this volume). 
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Commentor No. 68: United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Clifford G. Day 

 



Comment Documents and Responses 
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Commentor No. 68: United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Clifford G. Day (continued) 
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Commentor No. 69: Allison Van Zandt 
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Commentor No. 70: Margauth Dimitrov-Kuhl 
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Commentor No. 71: Wethersfield Township  
James Stoddard (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 71: Wethersfield Township  
James Stoddard (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 72: Regional Chamber  
Ed Beil (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 72: Regional Chamber  
Ed Beil (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 73: City of Akron 
Frederick Neugebauer (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 73: City of Akron 
Frederick Neugebauer (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 74: Trumbull County Hazmat (and Emergency Management 
Department) 
Don Waldron (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 75: Warren Fire Department 
Captain Curtiss King (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 75: Warren Fire Department 
Captain Curtiss King (Warren, Ohio Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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  2–91 

Commentor No. 76: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

We are residents of Hillsborough Township and would like to have the mercury and all other 
hazardous materials stored at the depot removed as soon as possible.  When it was located in 
New York people in that area came down with cases of cancer.  The quicker we remove it the 
better for the safety of people in Hillsborough. 

 
Commentor No. 77: Rudy Urena 

 
 
Commentor No. 78: Roseanne Salamone 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I would like to place a complaint on the mercury storage dump in Hillsborough.  I am surprised 
this type of a populated area would have this type of dump.  It should be in an area with no 
population around due to concerns of terrorism and the area airports.  I hope that a decision is 
made to move it to a less populated area.  Thank you. 
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Commentor No. 79: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Michael Valent 
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Commentor No. 80: Danielle Greco-Nieland 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I have lived in Hillsborough for more than 16 years.  This is not a place to store Mercury.  
Hillsborough has too many people.  Mercury can be very poisonous.  No matter how safely it is 
stored an accident can occur or a terrorist could attack and it could cause much devastation in 
the community.  It does not belong here.  Please move it out. 

 
Commentor No. 81: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I’m calling in response to the article in the Hillsborough beacon on June 19, 2003.  I was 
unaware of the situation prior to moving here five-years ago.  I feel strongly that the 
government has a responsibility to move this material to a more remote site.  It is no longer 
suitable to be housed here because the population is growing so considerably.  It does not 
belong here. 

 
Commentor No. 82: Barbara Tarbell 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am calling regarding the mercury stored in Hillsborough New Jersey.  I am a resident and 
business owner in Hillsborough.  New Jersey is way too populated for this type of a hazard—
especially in this age of terrorism.  The mercury should be moved as soon as possible.  Thank 
you. 
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Commentor No. 83: Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste 
Management Officials 
Jennifer R. Kaduck 
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Commentor No. 83: Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste 
Management Officials 
Jennifer R. Kaduck (continued) 
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Commentor No. 84: Valarie J. and Andrew Silva 
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Commentor No. 84: Valarie J. and Andrew Silva (continued) 
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Commentor No. 85: Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
Michael W. Neyer  
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Commentor No. 86: Kevin Lyons 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Over the years, the population in Hillsborough NJ has increased significantly.  The time has 
come to move this mercury from Hillsborough to a more safe and secure area AWAY from a 
heavily populated area.  There are environmental concerns and increased exposure to terrorist 
attacks.  I urge you to move all the mercury from Hillsborough as soon as possible!!  Thank 
you. 

 
Commentor No. 87: Walker River Paiute Tribe  

Tad Williams 

 
 
Commentor No. 88: Sally M. Brown 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I find this totally appalling that the DNSC, our State, County, and City Representatives and 
others involved would even consider storing this stuff here in Tooele County.  I feel that we, as 
citizen of Tooele County and the State of Utah have more than our share of environmental 
wastes here in our County.  Enough is enough.  Let them store it where it is or somewhere else.  
We are a dumping ground for everything that no one else wants as it is.  As I stated above.  
“ENOUGH IS ENOUGH!!!” 

 
Commentor No. 89: Christine Hutchinson 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

We don’t want the mercury stored in Somerville. 

 
Commentor No. 90: Joseph Gallo 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Please remove the mercury from the Hillsborough facility asap.  Thanks! 
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Commentor No. 91: Maxine Sassell 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am a Hillsborough, New Jersey resident and would like the 26,000 tons of mercury that you 
have been accumulating in Hillsborough to be removed.  We have a large population and too 
many beautiful children and wonderful, hard working families in this area and don’t want to 
have mercury located here.  In case of another 9/11 type of accident we would be in a lot of 
trouble.  A plane nearly crashed into the site a couple of years ago according to our chief of 
police. 

 
Commentor No. 92: Mrs. Ameliano 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Mrs. Ameliano.  I live in Hillsborough and I am outraged about all of this mercury 
located in Hillsborough.  It is a densely populated area and it is not safe here.  I’ve lived here 
50 years and use to go to Packard’s market every Friday with my parents to go shopping.  It is 
located on the other side of the highway across from where the mercury is stored.  There are 
areas in the desert where you could put that material.  Please get it out of town.  Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 93: Paula Cabrera 
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Commentor No. 94: Alecia Florin 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am a new Hillsborough resident and I am calling with regards to having more mercury in this 
area.  All of the mercury should be removed from this area.  It is a horrible situation. 
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Commentor No. 95: United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Lynwood A. MacLean 
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Commentor No. 95: United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Lynwood A. MacLean (continued) 
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Commentor No. 96: Maxine R. Zaslow 
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Commentor No. 97: John Stevenson 

 
 

Commentor No. 98: Jackie Smith 
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Commentor No. 99: Terry Carpenter 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

As an employee of Y-12 and knowledgeable of the process that required the use of Mercury for 
weapons production.  I feel that the movement of the excess material from the Y-12 site to 
another central consolidated site for long term storage or sale of the process material would be 
in the best interest of the NNSA and would support it fully. 
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Commentor No. 100: Marie Zakaluk (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 100: Marie Zakaluk (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 101: Hillsborough Police Department  
Chief Robert Gazaway (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 101: Hillsborough Police Department  
Chief Robert Gazaway (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 102: Tom Fitzpatrick (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 103: Dr. Edward Gosselin (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 103: Dr. Edward Gosselin (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
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Commentor No. 104: Nancy Norton (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 106: Nevada Department of Administration 
Heather K. Elliott  
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Commentor No. 106: Nevada Department of Administration 
Heather K. Elliott (continued) 
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Commentor No. 108: New Haven City Council 
Honorable Tom C. Lewandowski (New Haven,  
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Commentor No. 108: New Haven City Council 
Honorable Tom C. Lewandowski (New Haven,  
Indiana Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 108: New Haven City Council 
Honorable Tom C. Lewandowski (New Haven,  
Indiana Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 109: New Haven, Indiana, Mayor’s Youth Advisory Council  
Alecia Martin (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 

 

RE-2 

RA-1 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–125 
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AC-1 
(cont’d.) 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–127 

Commentor No. 110: Honorable Mark E. Souder (U.S. House of Representatives), 
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Commentor No. 111: Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
Paula Smith (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 

 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–131 

Commentor No. 111: Indiana Department of Environmental Management 
Paula Smith (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 

 

AS-1 

AN-1 

AC-1 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–132  

Commentor No. 112: New Haven City Council 
Honorable Harold West (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 114: Edward Klotz (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 115: New Haven Chamber of Commerce 
Ron Oetting (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 115: New Haven Chamber of Commerce 
Ron Oetting (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 116: John Brown (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 

 

PN-2 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–143 
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Commentor No. 117: Berenice Brown (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 118: Jefferson Township 
Ron Hakes (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 118: Jefferson Township 
Ron Hakes (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 119: Tyler Mansfield (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 120: Paul Taylor (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 120: Paul Taylor (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 121: Mark Bruick (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 121: Mark Bruick (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 122: Board of Commissioners of the County of Allen 
Ed Rousseau (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 122: Board of Commissioners of the County of Allen 
Ed Rousseau (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 124: Board of Commissioners of the County of Allen 
Marla Irving (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 126: John Bedwell (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 126: John Bedwell (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 127: City of New Haven 
Honorable Terry Werling (New Haven, Indiana  
Public Meeting) 
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Honorable Terry Werling (New Haven, Indiana  
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Commentor No. 128: Steve Loeschner (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 128: Steve Loeschner (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 129: Melvin Krueckeberg (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 129: Melvin Krueckeberg (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 130: Cheryl Hitzemann (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 130: Cheryl Hitzemann (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 130: Cheryl Hitzemann (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 130: Cheryl Hitzemann (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 131: Indiana State Senate 
Honorable Bud Meeks (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 131: Indiana State Senate 
Honorable Bud Meeks (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 

 

RA-3 
(cont’d.) 

OS-3 

RN-1 

AC-1 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–177 

Commentor No. 131: Indiana State Senate 
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Commentor No. 132: Gretchen Weerts (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 132: Gretchen Weerts (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 133: New Haven, Indiana, Mayor’s Advisory Council 
Miranda Tompkins (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 134: Sandra Dager (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 134: Sandra Dager (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 135: Mr. Gottschalt (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 

 

RA-3 

RA-3 

RA-3 

RA-3 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–184  

Commentor No. 135: Mr. Gottschalt (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 136: Ms. Kennerk (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 137: Rick Kinney (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 137: Rick Kinney (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 137: Rick Kinney (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 137: Rick Kinney (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 137: Rick Kinney (New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 138: City of New Haven 
Honorable Terry McDonald 
(New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 138: City of New Haven 
Honorable Terry McDonald  
(New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 138: City of New Haven 
Honorable Terry McDonald  
(New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 138: City of New Haven 
Honorable Terry McDonald  
(New Haven, Indiana Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 139: Col. (Ret.) W. E. Ellington 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Re: Tooele as the sole site.  I own property in Tooele and live about 40 miles (downwind) from 
there.  I have no qualms about mercury storage there.  However, I do have qualms about 
putting all of our mercury “eggs” in one basket.  For strategic reasons, we should have at least 
one more storage site.  (If the stuff is purely waste, feel free to put it all at Tooele.  However, if 
there is some potential military or industrial use, we should disperse the storage.) W E 
Ellington Col, USAF (Ret) 

 
Commentor No. 140: Patty Peck 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Patty Peck and I live in Hillsborough.  I would like all the mercury moved.  There 
are people that live across the street from where the mercury is stored.  Please move it all to an 
area where it will not affect anyone. 

 
Commentor No. 141: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am a resident of Hillsborough and would like to see all of the mercury moved to a site far, far 
away. 

 
Commentor No. 142: Karen Lichfield 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

NO, NO, NO to mercury storage in Utah. 

 
Commentor No. 143: Brian Moore 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I’d rather not have Tooele City become the dumping ground for other states waste.  Especially 
this proposal of storing Mercury.  Please consider what Tooele City already stores for the 
nation.  Enough is enough.  It seems whenever there is a waste product that needs a place to go, 
Tooele City is always suggested.  I don’t care how safe the storage facilities are or how safe 
you think transporting here will be but we all know the optimal plan does not happen. 

 
Commentor No. 144: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am a Hillsborough resident and would like all of the mercury removed.  The mercury should 
not be in a densely populated area like Hillsborough. 
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  2–197 

Commentor No 145: Utah State Senate 
Honorable Ron Allen  

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Has the EIS for the Tooele location looked at the large aquifer that sits just downhill from the 
proposed storage site and runs nearly 10 miles northward? 
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Commentor No. 146: The Chlorine Institute, Inc. 
Arthur E. Dungan 
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Commentor No. 146: The Chlorine Institute, Inc. 
Arthur E. Dungan (continued) 

 

EO-1 
(cont’d.) 

PO-2 

PP-1 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–200  

Commentor No. 147: Jerry Mazza 
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Commentor No. 148: Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee  
Norman A. Mulvenon 
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Commentor No. 149: Deon Lyon 
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Commentor No. 150: United States Senate 
Honorable Robert F. Bennett 

 

PP-3 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–204  

Commentor No. 151: Mary Hendricks 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Mary Hendricks and I live in Hillsborough.  I am calling to ask that you have all of 
the mercury in Hillsborough removed.  It is time for it to go. 

 
Commentor No. 152: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

The Federal Government should be embarrassed by brining more mercury into Hillsborough. 
Remove it immediately!  God forbid a terrorist attack.  Get it going and get the stuff out of 
here. 

 
Commentor No. 153: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am a resident of Hillsborough and want to express my concern and outrage that we are 
considered to receive additional amounts of mercury.  Mercury is a hazardous substance that 
has many negative health effects on people.  Hillsborough is densely populated and can impact 
many residents including children.  Please remove it from this area. 

 
Commentor No. 154: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Please remove all of the mercury from Hillsborough now. 

 
Commentor No. 155: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am a Hillsborough resident.  Mercury will cause too much of an environmental impact to this 
area.  Please move it out west where the population is more sparse. 

 
Commentor No. 156: Debbie Pinckney 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Debbie Pinckney.  I am asking that you please remove all of the mercury from 
Hillsborough. 

 
Commentor No. 157: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I can’t believe mercury is stored in Hillsborough.  Please get it out. 
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  2–205 

Commentor No. 158: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am a resident of Hillsborough and would prefer that the mercury is moved from this area.  It 
is a very toxic substance and can cause many medical problems. 

 
Commentor No. 159: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Please don’t send the mercury to Tooele, Utah.  Everyone wants to dump dangerous garbage 
here.  We are being poisoned.  Leave us alone.  Don’t send it here. 

 
Commentor No. 160: Anonymous 

 From the MM EIS Web site– 

Many citizens of the Western United States are deeply offended by the ongoing "NIMBY" 
attitude toward placing hazardous waste "out there where no one lives".  We’re similarly fed up 
with being told (NAME POISON) "is not hazardous", only to have children and adults die of 
unexplainably high rates of cancer (can you say "Downwinders"?????) or other disease. 
 
If the DNSC or any other wrong-headed company/agency wants to send mercury or anything 
else like it to Utah, we suggest that a very simple and binding condition be placed on such a 
transaction.  EVERY single "big shot" involved in the matter, AND THEIR FAMILIES, must 
make their permanent residence in the IMMEDIATE vicinity of the material for a period of not 
less than 60 consecutive years.   
 
Anyone willing to take a bet that somebody would do that?  Well, if you wouldn’t want to have 
to live next to it, why should we?  Find a place that is NOT near highly populated areas 
(Tooele is actually part of suburban Salt Lake City).  We’re SICK of taking the country’s 
poison! 

 
Commentor No. 161: Dorothy Miller 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Dorothy Miller and I am calling about the mercury in Hillsborough.  When will it 
all be removed?  I heard that they are removing some of it.  I want all of it removed and would 
like to talk to somebody.  My number is 908-359-2623, 

 
Commentor No. 162: Richard Hamatake 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I have two questions.  1. How did the government come into possession of the Mercury stored 
by DNSC? 2. Why did the government come into the possession of the Mercury stored by 
DNSC?  Thank You. 
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Commentor No. 163: Hillsborough Township 
Honorable Tony Gwiazdowski (Hillsborough, New Jersey 
Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 163: Hillsborough Township 
Honorable Tony Gwiazdowski (Hillsborough, New Jersey 
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 163: Hillsborough Township 
Honorable Tony Gwiazdowski (Hillsborough, New Jersey 
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 163: Hillsborough Township 
Honorable Tony Gwiazdowski (Hillsborough, New Jersey 
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 163: Hillsborough Township 
Honorable Tony Gwiazdowski (Hillsborough, New Jersey 
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 164: David Foss (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 165: Hillsborough Township Committee 
Sonya Martin (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 165: Hillsborough Township Committee 
Sonya Martin (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Sonya Martin (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 166: Honorable Mike Ferguson (U.S. House of Representatives), 
Represented by Karen McClintock  
(Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 167: Hillsborough Township 
Honorable Steven Sireci (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 167: Hillsborough Township 
Honorable Steven Sireci (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 167: Hillsborough Township 
Honorable Steven Sireci (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 168: Cindy Klepich (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 168: Cindy Klepich (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 168: Cindy Klepich (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 169: Hillsborough Township Committee 
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Commentor No. 169: Hillsborough Township Committee 
John Souren (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 170: Dr. Steve Shimshock (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
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Commentor No. 171: Dan Wartenberg (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 171: Dan Wartenberg (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 171: Dan Wartenberg (Hillsborough, New Jersey  
Public Meeting) (continued) 
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Commentor No. 172: Julia Dian (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 172: Julia Dian (Hillsborough, New Jersey Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 173: Charles Kratovil 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Being a resident of Hillsborough and having attended the public meeting you held at my high 
school, I would like to apologize for the decorum of my fellow residents at that meeting. While 
they deserved the right to voice their concerns and opinions, many of them were downright 
rude to the very people who came to hear them out. The fact is that, by all reliable accounts, the 
mercury currently stored at the Hillsborough Depot is being stored safely and poses no threat 
or hazard to the community or the people working there if everything remains as it is. 
However, out of the many potential hazards of storing the mercury in our town, the only 
legitimate health hazard to our residents is from that of a natural disaster. The threats of 
terrorist attacks on the depot and plane crashes in the area are both bogus excuses to get the 
mercury out of our town. Many argued that night that Hillsborough is too densely populated to 
store any mercury, with one resident even saying that our population density "probably rivals 
[Washington, D.C]," making it an excellent target for terrorism if the mercury is consolidated 
here. While Hillsborough has become a much more populated town than it once was, it is in no 
way populated enough to be a target for any significant terrorist action, no matter how much 
mercury is stored within its borders. It is also interesting to note that Hillsborough is 
approximately 57 square miles, making it the largest township in Somerset County, and thus 
spreading out the supposedly dense population even more. Furthermore, while the hazardous 
effects of mercury on human beings are certainly not wonderful, the threat they pose was not 
accurately grasped by many of the speakers at the meeting. Many of them said that after a 
natural disaster or terrorist attack at the depot, our township’s residents could become 
"infected," as if exposure to mercury is some sort of contagious disease that makes people fall 
ill and die within weeks. What is in fact true is that heavy exposure to mercury over long 
periods of time can cause health problems much later in life. If in fact there was a disaster that 
exposed the town to mercury and its vapors, an evacuation would likely be made of the 
surrounding area until the mess could be cleaned and the vapors released diffused throughout 
the atmosphere. While this is not a pleasant scenario, it is probably one that would result in 
very little (likely none) adverse effects from the exposure, unless residents inexplicably began 
bathing themselves in the mercury for weeks after the disaster. Additionally, in my humble 
opinion, the adverse effects of whatever disaster brought about the exposure (hurricane, 
tornado, the very likely terrorist attack, etc.) would be far worse and prove to be the true 
concern of Hillsborough at the time. Additionally, the supposed danger of a plane crash in the 
vicinity of the depot setting off this change of events suggested at the meeting by our town’s 
police chief was downright ridiculous when you think about it. The chances of a plane crashing 
into the depot itself is about as likely as mercury becoming a hot commodity again. We are 
talking about astronomical odds not even worthy of discussion here. Not to mention that plane 
crashes are much more likely at the consolidation site favored by many of the meeting’s 
attendees, an Air Force base. I do not have much knowledge as to the other facilities being 
considered for consolidation and I will leave it up to you to investigate them. The bottom line 
is that consolidation seems to be the best solution and the mercury will have to end up 
somewhere. If you find that Hillsborough seems to be the best storage facility, it is in our 
nation’s interests to move it here. And it is our duty as Americans to "take one for the team" 
and store the mercury in our state-of-the-art facility. However, my fellow residents seem to be 
not so keen on "taking one for the team" and will likely need to be persuaded to avoid an 
uproar. If you deem the Hillsborough site the best for the mercury, I feel the best way to ease 
tensions  
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Commentor No. 173: Charles Kratovil (continued) 

with the town would involve: 1) a guarantee of improved and exemplary full-time security of 
the facility 2) issuing public reports on escaping vapors and making them available online 3) 
the DNSC taking responsibility for anything that may go wrong 4) a promise to remove it if the 
depot cannot continue storing the mercury safely 5) monetary compensation to the township. 
Hillsborough is a town that has had its school board’s budget defeated solidly for the past two 
years and recent tax hikes provoked over 700 people to attend a recent Township Committee 
meeting. Hillsborough is a community strapped for cash and compensation could help kill one 
of our birds with one of your stones, while we kill one of yours with one of ours. Thank you for 
all of the hard work you have done. 
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Commentor No. 174: Quicksilver Caucus 
Karen L. Smith et al. 
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Commentor No. 174: Quicksilver Caucus 
Karen L. Smith et al. (continued) 
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Commentor No. 175: Dale and Joan Hermann 
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Commentor No. 176: Maxine R. Zaslow 
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Commentor No. 177: Walker River Paiute Tribe 
Honorable Victoria Guzman 
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Commentor No. 178: Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation 
John A. Owsley 
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Commentor No. 179: Allison Van Zandt 
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Commentor No. 180: City of New Haven  
Honorable Terry E. McDonald 
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Commentor No. 181: United States Senate 
Honorable Richard G. Lugar 
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Commentor No. 182: Fort Wayne Common Council 
Honorable John N. Crawford et al. 
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Commentor No. 182: Fort Wayne Common Council 
Honorable John N. Crawford et al. (continued) 
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Commentor No. 183: Petition:  Remove all Mercury Stored in Hillsborough,  
New Jersey 
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Commentor No. 184A: Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury 
Storage at the New Haven Depot—Adult Community 
Members 
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Commentor No. 184B: Petition:  Strong Opposition to Consolidated Mercury 
Storage at the New Haven Depot—Future Leaders of  
the Community 
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Commentor No. 185: Traci and Michael Butler 

 
 
Commentor No. 186: Lisa Dvorin 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am a resident of Hillsborough for 16 years, and moved there because of the ‘clean’ 
environment (i.e., no toxic landfills, no run off or pollutants in water, etc.  Hillsborough is a 
densly populated town, in central New Jersey – an extremely highly populated section of the 
Country.  Most of the excess invenstory, about 2,617 metric tons is stored at the Somerville 
Depot in Somerville, NJ.  Having more than half of the mercury in the US stored in such a 
highly populated area does not make sense.  Get ride of the mercury from 
Somerville/Hillsborough NJ now! 
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Commentor No. 187: Edward Stredney 
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Commentor No. 188: Lillian C. Jewell 
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Commentor No. 189: Healthy Environment Alliance of Utah 
Jason Groenewold 
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Commentor No. 189: Healthy Environment Alliance of Utah 
Jason Groenewold (continued) 
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Commentor No. 189: Healthy Environment Alliance of Utah 
Jason Groenewold (continued) 
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Commentor No. 189: Healthy Environment Alliance of Utah 
Jason Groenewold (continued) 
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Commentor No. 190: Lori Reiter 
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Commentor No. 191: Anna Altobelli 
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Commentor No. 192: Kimberly Jones 
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Commentor No. 193: Violet Clea 
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Commentor No. 194: Betty Mymo 
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Commentor No. 195: Carl Mymo 
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Commentor No. 196: Sam Shobel 
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Commentor No. 197: Dorothy C. Telshaw 
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Commentor No. 198: Christine Murray 
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Commentor No. 198: Christine Murray (continued) 
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Commentor No. 199: James Kowacich 
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Commentor No. 200: City of New Haven  
Honorable Terry E. McDonald 
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Commentor No. 201: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
Honorable Arleen O’Donnell 
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Commentor No. 201: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
Honorable Arleen O’Donnell (continued) 
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Commentor No. 201: Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
Honorable Arleen O’Donnell (continued) 
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Commentor No. 202: Mary Endicott 

 

RN-2 
RA-1 

AC-1 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–274  

Commentor No. 203: Karen Ashiolas 
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Commentor No. 204: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation  
Stephen B. Hammond and Jeffrey J. Sama 
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Commentor No. 204: New York State Department of Environmental Conservation  
Stephen B. Hammond and Jeffrey J. Sama (continued) 
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Commentor No. 205: Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
Graham E. Mitchell 
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Commentor No. 205: Ohio Environmental Protection Agency 
Graham E. Mitchell (continued) 

 

RN-3 



Comment Documents and Responses 

 

  2–279 

Commentor No. 206: Richard Lady (Oak Ridge, Tennessee Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 207: Susan Gawarecki (Oak Ridge, Tennessee Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 207: Susan Gawarecki (Oak Ridge, Tennessee Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 208: Barbara Walton (Oak Ridge, Tennessee Public Meeting) 
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Commentor No. 208: Barbara Walton (Oak Ridge, Tennessee Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 208: Barbara Walton (Oak Ridge, Tennessee Public Meeting) 
(continued) 
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Commentor No. 209: Loris A. Sheets 
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Commentor No. 209: Loris A. Sheets (continued) 
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Commentor No. 209: Loris A. Sheets (continued) 

 

AC-1 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–288  

Commentor No. 210: Cari Allen 
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Commentor No. 210: Cari Allen (continued) 
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Commentor No. 211: United States Department of the Interior 
Willie R. Taylor 
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Commentor No. 211: United States Department of the Interior 
Willie R. Taylor (continued) 
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Commentor No. 212: David B. Smith 
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Commentor No. 213: Jean Tomlin 
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Commentor No. 214: Kelly Jones 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Kelly Jones and I am a resident of the Overlake subdivision. I would like Tooele to 
attract family owned businesses. People are referring to our area as “toxic Tooele”. We are 
selling our house and prospective buyers are worried about Tooele. I am disappointed that 
consolidated mercury storage is considered. I hope the citizen’s voice will be heard on this 
issue. My address is 1945 N. 210 West, Tooele, UT 

 
Commentor No. 215: Sarah Bookmiller 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Sarah Bookmiller (spelling?) and I am totally against mercury being transported or 
stored in Utah. 

 
Commentor No. 216: Veronica Medina 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Veronica Medina, my number is 801-463-1864.  I live in Salt Lake City and do not 
want mercury brought here. 

 
Commentor No. 217: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

If you bring mercury it will make people not want to move here and will empty many homes in 
the area. 

 
Commentor No. 218: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Why do they have to come here? There is already too much pollution here and I don’t think we 
should have it here. 

 
Commentor No. 219: Pamela Timmons 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Pamela Timmons and I don’t want your crap here. 

 
Commentor No. 220: Lindsey 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Lindsey. Please get it out of Utah. 
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Commentor No. 221: Mark Myers 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Mark Myers, I am a life long resident of Utah and don’t think it’s a good idea to 
have mercury in our area. Why not put it in Washington DC? 

 
Commentor No. 222: Clint Steward 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Clint Steward (spelling?); we don’t need any more waste here. Get it out of Utah 
and find another state for it. 

 
Commentor No. 223: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Take your (expletive deleted) mercury and shove it up your (expletive deleted) you sick 
(expletive deleted). You are a bunch of stinking; sick (expletive deleted) to think you are going 
to stick us with that junk, you sorry ass (expletive deleted). 

 
Commentor No. 224: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am against mercury being moved here given how much damage it can cause. 

 
Commentor No. 225: Kathy Funk 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I’m upset that Tooele is being considered. Please move it to a less populated area. My name is 
Kathy Funk. 

 
Commentor No. 226: Pamela Timmons 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Pamela Timmons. It would be a detriment to the community to have it stored here. 
I vote “no” to having it moved to our community. 

 
Commentor No. 227: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I live near Tooele and don’t like this idea at all. 
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Commentor No. 228: Frankie Harris 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Frankie Harris and I am a Tooele city taxpayer.  I am definitely opposed to having 
the mercury stored here. Please reconsider.  How would you feel if it was stored in your own 
backyard?  I live at 830 Country Club, Tooele UT 84074.  My number is 801-556-4430. Thank 
you. 

 
Commentor No. 229: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

The citizens of Salt Lake City think it’s a bad idea to have it here. We don’t need any more 
mercury or garbage here. Send it somewhere else. For the safety of Salt Lake City, the west 
winds blow through here and it could kill us all. We need to let the governor know about this. 

 
Commentor No. 230: Amanda Hanson 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Amanda Hanson (spelling?), I live in Tooele and I don’t want it here. 

 
Commentor No. 231: Trudy Bancroft 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Trudy Bancroft, 972-3274 they should keep it where it is.  My address is 2360 S. 
1360 W., West Valley UT 84119 

 
Commentor No. 232: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I object to the storing of mercury in Tooele.  Please find another state to store it in. 

 
Commentor No. 233: Cherie Groll 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Cherie Groll and I am against mercury being stored in Utah.  My number is 801-
944-1986. 

 
Commentor No. 234: Mr. Marshall 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My comment is not to store the mercury due to terrorist reasons.  Close the Tooele depot.  My 
name is Mr. Marshall. 
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Commentor No. 235: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

We vote “no” for the mercury in Tooele. 

 
Commentor No. 236: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am calling to say I don’t agree to storage here.  I live downwind and don’t want it here in a 
populated area. 

 
Commentor No. 237: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I object to storage of mercury in Tooele. 

 
Commentor No. 238: Merle Jones 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Utah doesn’t need the world’s waste.  Leave your garbage where it is.  My name is Merle Jones 
and my number is 801-423-7799. 

 
Commentor No. 239: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I vote against the mercury coming here. 

 
Commentor No. 240: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I don’t want mercury in the state. 

 
Commentor No. 241: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

There is no need for mercury in Tooele.  I am totally against mercury coming here. 
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Commentor No. 242: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I disagree with storage here at the depot.  Enough is enough!  We need to take more pride in 
our state.  The depot is too close to the city to have any more hazardous materials stored there. 

 
Commentor No. 243: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I want to know what type of drums is the material stored in? What is the drum life? Is it stored 
in a controlled environment? What type of floor is it stored on? Is it alarmed? What is the depth 
of the water table? Is the state to be paid? Is there an emergency response plan? You should 
have my phone number in your records. 

 
Commentor No. 244: Amanda Hanson 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Amanda Hanson, and I dispute the delivery of mercury to this area. 

 
Commentor No. 245: Adam Elder 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Adam Elder and I live in Tooele. I don’t think that it is right to have it stored here. 
The incinerator at Tooele is not safe. We need to find a better way to store it and get rid of it. A 
terrorist up in the hills could hit one of the buildings at the depot with an RPG and cause a lot 
of damage.  

 
Commentor No. 246: Lisa McLeary 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Lisa McLeary (spelling?) and I believe that storage of the mercury in Tooele is not 
necessary. I am against storage. 

 
Commentor No. 247: Jessica Heathcock 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Jessica Heathcock (spelling?) and I am a Tooele resident. It is not helpful to the 
county to have mercury stored here. The health risks are too great and being downwind from 
the depot will reduce property values. 
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Commentor No. 248: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Please don’t bring the mercury here. Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 249: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I live in the Tooele area and I do not want it here. 

 
Commentor No. 250: Lisa McLeary 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

My name is Lisa McLeary (spelling?) and on behalf of my children we protest the storage of 
mercury. Consider the health and well being of our citizens. Please vote it down. 

 
Commentor No. 251: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Please don’t bring the mercury to our town. We don’t want it here. Take to another place that is 
less populated. Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 252: Lisa McLeary 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Yes, I just wanted to comment on the storage of the mercury in Utah.  I don’t think it’s 
necessary.  I would highly vote against the storage of the mercury in Utah.  My name is Lisa 
McLeary (spelling?) and I am against the storage of mercury in Utah. 
 
Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 253: Diane Hanley 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Hi, my name is Diane Hanley and I live in Otto which is just down the street from this mercury 
plant, this potential mercury cite and I would like to say that I do not want this in our city.  I am 
raising children and I think it would be ridiculous to put that kind of … we already have to deal 
with all kinds of other issues out here.  It would be ridiculous to put that here as well.  So I’m 
telling you we say no. 
 
Thank you. 
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Commentor No. 254: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

This is a concerned citizen here.  I live here in Tooele County.  I think it’s absolutely absurd to 
dump mercury inside the city limits.  I have a family that lives here and that’s not healthy.  I 
know a lot of people that are upset about it.  I don’t think it’s a good idea to dump the city or 
dump that inside the city limits and I hope that they take the concerns and the people that live 
here in Tooele.  I hope they consider the individuals that live here when they take that into 
consideration.  I appreciate it and I hope you guys think about it and think about us here in 
Tooele County. Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 255: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Yes, I’d like to vote against having the mercury in Utah. We have way too much stuff here 
anyway.  We’re going to start glowing. Thank you. Bye. 

 
Commentor No. 256: Shirley Keel 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Yes, this is Shirley Keel, Shirley Keel from Tooele, Utah and I’m just calling to tell you I do 
not want that mercury here in Tooele.  We have a lot of sickness in this town.  Mercury is not 
that stable.  It can vaporize and we’ve got enough storage here as it is.  We do not need 
anymore. 
 
I believe people that make these hazardous waste things should keep them in their own place 
where they make them.  They don’t need to just send it all to us out here.  We’ve got little kids 
sick everywhere in this town.  We don’t need anymore hazardous waste.  So have them keep 
the mercury where it is. My telephone number is 435-882-0123. 
Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 257: Jeff Bosworth 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Hi, my name is Jeff Bosworth.  I am a hardworking, taxpaying citizen of the United States and 
I oppose the mercury storage in Tooele.  I oppose the mercury storage in Tooele. Thank you. 
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Commentor No. 258: Jacob Crovert 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Yeah, my name is Jake.  I’m 28 years old.  Lived here in Salt Lake for quite some time.  I was 
born and raised in California for a while and I reside here in Salt Lake City, Utah.  And I’m 
very appalled at the thought of them using Utah as the dumping grounds for its nuclear waste 
and mercury and other chemicals that are top-notch death destruction. You know.  When there 
is an issue it’s a major issue.  It’s not like, “Oh God Johnny spilled it on his hands and we just 
had to scrub him and he was ok” You know?  This stuff gets spilled; we’ve got a disaster.  
Very wrong thing to do, very wrong thing to do.  Why don’t the people put it in their own 
towns--the people that are manufacturing it.  Why don’t they put it in their own towns?  You 
know why?  Cause they wouldn’t want it either.  None of them would.  They’re trying to offer 
it to a town that has nothing to do with it. They might be interested in some money.  So that’s 
what they’re doing this. 
 
I appreciate you letting me vent.  My name is Jacob Crovert.  Once again I’m 28 years old.  
347-0692, that’s my phone number. Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 259: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Hi, I just recently moved to the Tooele county and I never thought it was right that nuclear 
waste was stored out in the vicinity of the army depot and so I am against mercury being out 
there cause they’re trying to get rid of all that and we don’t need to add anymore waste to the 
depot. 

 
Commentor No. 260: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I do not want mercury shipped into Utah.  My number here is area code 801-370-9108 if you 
did not understand my comment. Thank you, and once again I do not want mercury shipped 
into Utah. 

 
Commentor No. 261: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am against this storing of mercury in Tooele.  Too many things have escaped from there.  
There have been too many careless things going on.  I live in Salt Lake City and have smelled 
things in the middle of the night and then found out on the news at noon that about half hour 
before I smelled it something had escaped at Tooele.  So I’m don’t think it’s at all safe the way 
people are doing thing around here. Thank you. 
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Commentor No. 262: Zachary Christianson 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Yeah, my name is Zachary Christianson and I was just calling to say that I do not want the 
mercury stored here in Utah, in Tooele.  We already have enough of the rest of the countries 
waste dump here.  And I don’t think we should have to take this one as well. Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 263: Sarah 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Hi, my name is Sarah and I live in Tooele County and I don’t want mercury in my area.  So I’d 
appreciate if you take this into consideration for my family and me. Thank you very much.   

 
Commentor No. 264: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

No, I don’t want you to send mercury in any part of Utah.  We’ve got enough problems with 
birth defects over in Tooele and we prefer for you not to send it there and that’s it.   

 
Commentor No. 265: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am against the storage of mercury in Tooele, Utah and I want it to be kept where it is and 
don’t bring it here and wherever it is you’re putting it in two places and spreading that and 
contaminating both places.  Keep it where it’s at. Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 266: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I don’t think mercury should be stored in Tooele County anywhere in the county and especially 
not in Tooele city limits.  I don’t think that’s a safe product to be having.  I think that we’re we 
don’t want to be known as the dumping ground of the world for toxic stuff that could kill 
people really easy.  I don’t think that’s good environmental policy to be doing this sort of thing 
and I think enough-is-enough and the Federal Government is out of their mind to bring it here. 
Stay out of Tooele County when it comes to putting toxic waste into our water and where ever 
else it can seep into the atmosphere.  We don’t want to breath it and we don’t want to die like 
the sheep did in 1968. Thank you very much. 

 
Commentor No. 267: Robert Johnson 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Yes, this Robert Johnson in Tooele, Utah.  We would like you to keep your mercury to yourself 
and keep it out of our city. Thank you. 
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Commentor No. 268: Steven Winters 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

This Steven Winters from Salt Lake City, address 2605 Commonwealth Avenue. 
I would like you to put me down, as being against the storage of mercury at the Tooele Army 
Depot and my number is area code 801-466-2354. 

 
Commentor No. 269: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Yes, I at definitely am against any mercury stored at Utah cause we have enough storage of 
everything kind of known chemical that’s dangerous and lethal to man.  We don’t need 
anymore. Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 270: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

I am strongly against mercury being stored in Tooele.  I am the representative of human beings 
involve my relations and the ancestors of those who came before me and my grandchildren, 
and to my grandchildren’s, grandchildren…I say no to this.  Find a better way so that it is not 
stored in our back yard.  It is not to be here to destroy my mother’s breasts.  Please find another 
solution.  Lets work together on this and I say no.  No more. 

 
Commentor No. 271: Raina Barron 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

Hi, I just wanted to comment on the mercury situation.  I really appreciate that you have this 
line available to do that.  I just wanted to be another voice to say that I do strongly oppose this.  
I think that Utah, Tooele especially, has already has its fair share of highly deadly chemicals 
that are released into the air every day, that we all feel in our headaches and various other 
ailments that are much worse than that.  I would appreciate some sort of maybe like a follow 
up statement.  Something telling me where this is going, you know, what’s happened if that’s 
possible.  Any sort of pamphlet I could get to find out, you know, when this is going to go 
through, if it is going to go through and if there’s going to be any other periods available for 
public comments on that.  I would really appreciate it. My name is Raina Barron.  My address 
is 3230 South 600 East, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84107. Thank a lot. 

 

AC-1 

AC-1 

AC-1 

AC-1 

PP-1 
PP-5 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–304  

Commentor No. 272: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS toll-free voice mail– 

We’re requesting you not have any mercury out there in Tooele and we have many, many more 
of us that are going to be calling just to let you know there so many of us that do not want this 
for our children.  We think it’s a bad idea and I once lived in Tooele a few years ago.  I don’t 
feel it’s safe out there.  I feel the leaking is a problem.  Plastic, I also worked in plastic all my 
life and it’s not good protection for containing any of this, and bags and what not.  That’s not 
going to hold it in. Please do not have the mercury come in.  Please do not.  For your own good 
and for ours.  Thank you. 

 
Commentor No. 273: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am very against the fact that there is mercury waste to be stored in Tooele. the facility is 
located in city limits, which I consider very unsafe for the town. 

 
Commentor No. 274: Harry Shinton 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Dear Sirs; 
After reading the complete EIS, that you have on your web site, I wish to express my personal 
position.  My family and myself are VERY OPPOSED to the transportation and storage of 
mercury in our city.  I submit this position after extensive reading and attending two public 
meetings that discussed your consolidation issue.  My family has expressed concern to our 
neighbors and local reprehensive.  Hopefully, Tooele will not be selected for storage of the 
supply of mercury. 
Thank you, 
Harry Shinton 
196 West 400 North 
Tooele, Utah 84074 

 
Commentor No. 275: Margaret Bish 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I IMPLORE YOU TO NOT STORE MERCURY AT THE TOOELE ARMY DEPOT AND 
CHEMICAL STORAGE IN UTAH. WE HAVE ENOUGH TOXIC MATERIAL THAT IS 
ALREADY IN STORAGE HERE - WE DO NOT NEED MORE!CONSIDER THE HEALTH 
OF ALL UTAH CITIZENS AND DO NOT ALLOW THE STORAGE OF MERCURY IN 
THIS STATE! THANK YOU - MARGARET BISH �
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Commentor No. 276: Scott Stratton 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

ON TOOELE, UTAH Tooele and the surrounding areas of growing population, not to mention 
next door the states largest population center. Utah already is a dumping ground for biological, 
nerve agents and military experiments. PS: don’t dump your trash in my backyard! THINKS 
one voter 

 
Commentor No. 277: Eileen Greene 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am very concerned about the idea of centralized storage. This is something that should be 
pursued only with extreme caution. The decision on where to place the Mercury should not be 
taken lightly in any way.  
 
One of my big concerns is the issue of transportation... particularly whether there would be the 
need for an extensive cross-country transportation scheme. If this were to happen, all of the 
concerns we currently having regarding Mercury storage and the risks to the nearby 
communities would be magnified to include the many additional communities that would be 
exposed along the transportation routes. I think it should be a top priority to avoid spreading 
these toxins into new areas. 
 
For this reason, I think it would be extremely wise to pick a location that would not necessitate 
the transportation of Mercury across the entire United States. In other words... if it is 
determined that centralized storage is the most optimal solution, I do not think that it is logical 
or fair to be targeting areas on the West Coast, as basically all of this material is being 
produced by facilities on the East Coast. The transportation scheme that would be needed to 
accomplish this could place many millions of additional people, living along the transportation 
route, at risk. 
 
It also strikes me that the facilities that actually have experience in dealing with the storage of 
this material would more likely to be capable of avoiding accidents and other problems.   
 
Thank you very much for your consideration of these ideas. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Eileen Greene 
3580 Honeycomb Rd. 
Salt Lake City, UT 84121 
visualizations3@sisna.com 

 
Commentor No. 278: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am very against the fact that there is mercury waste to be stored in toole. the facility is located 
in city limits which i consider very unsafe for the town. 
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Commentor No. 279: Ray Brown 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I do not have a problem with mercury being stored in Tooele Army Depot in Utah. I live in 
S.L.C. and the stuff has to be stored somewhere. 

 
Commentor No. 280: Wayne D. Jones 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I would like this comment to be considered as part of the public record concerning the 
environmental impact study for Tooele, Utah. For a significant part of its history, Tooele 
County has suffered from the stigma associated with toxic waste storage, disposal, and 
incineration. The U.S. military has stored the nation’s largest stockpile of deadly chemical 
weapons and agents in Tooele County for many decades. In recent years, the military has been 
incinerating these obsolete chemical weapons in a high tech population in Tooele County. 
Although few Tooele County residents live near the incinerator, the stigma and controversy 
surrounding the incineration process has been forever associated with Tooele County. Many 
people living elsewhere in the State of Utah consider Tooele County to be an undesirable place 
to live, even though they have never come here. As a result, Tooele County has become a 
haven for those seeking inexpensive housing. Most of these people commute from the Salt 
Lake Valley. This places a strain on local infrastructure and budgets. There is a glut of 
abandoned homes in Tooele County because many homes are not worth what is owned on the 
mortgages. When people cannot pay, they simply walk away. In addition to the chemical 
weapons incinerator, Tooele County is known for radioactive waste disposal. Private entities 
operate hazardous waste dumps in Tooele County’s west desert. Large amounts of low grade 
radioactive material and other hazardous materials are buried there. Tooele County has also 
become synonymous with the Skull Valley Tribe of the Goshute Indians’ bid to make a site on 
their reservation a temporary storage facility for spent fuel rods from the nation’s nuclear 
reactors. At least the above- mentioned operations and proposed operations are not located near 
Tooele County’s population centers. Most are located far from cities and towns. If the nation’s 
surplus supply of mercury is brought to Tooele Army Depot as proposed, however, it will be 
stored within the city limits of Tooele City, Tooele County’s most populous city. The Tooele 
Valley, where Tooele City is located, is the home to the vast majority of Tooele County’s 
residents. At least in the past Tooele City has been able to claim that all of the toxic waste 
operations in the County occurred far from its borders. With the proposed storage of the 
surplus mercury, this will no longer be the case. The mercury storage proposal will generate 
significant coverage in the press. The proposal will have the unfortunate effect of reinforcing 
Tooele’s reputation throughout Utah and much of the West as the Nation’s toxic waste dump. 
From what has been said, it does not appear that the mercury storage operation will create a 
significant amount of jobs or otherwise generate the economic activity that Tooele City so 
badly needs. It will only attract other undesirable activities to the depot. Tooele County’s 
unemployment rate is already approximately double the state average. People living here are 
less likely than others in the state to graduate from high school or earn college degrees. Teen 
pregnancy, alcohol and drug abuse, and other social problems plague Tooele City and County. 
The mercury storage proposal will only exacerbate these problems if it comes to pass by 
further damaging Tooele City’s reputation as a desirable place to live and work. Those of us 
who live and work here understand Tooele City’s virtues. From a geographical standpoint, it is  
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Commentor No. 280: Wayne D. Jones (continued) 

a beautiful place located in the foothills of a majestic mountain range and overlooking the 
Great Salt Lake. This place has great potential from a socio-economic standpoint. Mercury 
storage would be a significant impediment to this potential. For socio-economic reasons, please 
consider locating the mercury storage facility somewhere other than Tooele City. 

 
Commentor No. 281: Brett and Heather Telford 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

WE DON’T WANT IT HERE IN TOOELE. LEAVE IT WHERE IT IS OR DUMP IT 
SOMEWHERE ELSE. THE POPULATION HAS GROWN ALOT OUT HERE. WE ARE 
SICK AND TIRED OF PEOPLE TRYING TO DUMP THEIR WASTE HERE IN 
TOOELE!!!!! 

 
Commentor No. 282: Ruth G. Persson 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

They are making Utah a dumping ground for nuclear waste. Mercury is as dangerous. It’s all in 
the name of money. We don’t need it and definitely don’t want it. They think we are stupid. I’ve 
got news that those who make the waste should take care of it in their own state. 

 
Commentor No. 283: Pamela A. Mallet 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I say NO. No to storing Mercury in the Tooele Utah area. I live here and have had enough of 
government waste dumped in my back yard. I say no for my children’s sake and for everyone 
else who consider their prosperity important. Do you have any idea the of the stigma Tooele 
carries....and to put more waste here..absurd! It is hard enough to make a living as a real estate 
professional with the current status of the area. I do need to support my family but more 
importantly, I want my children to be somewhat safe i.e., keeping more waste out of Tooele. I 
am sure that I speak for many. 

 
Commentor No. 284: Anonymous 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I would prefer that you keep all hazardous material away from Utah. It’s not in the States best 
interest to contaminate our roadways with hazardous transportation nor the immediate 
environment. I know this wont do any good because the politics and capitalism for profit will 
prevail, but at least if you take the time to read this you will know there is at least one 
individual that doesn’t approve of your idea!!!!!!! 
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Commentor No. 285: John C. Haymond 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Please do not bring in mercury for storage. I beg you. I am so against this. 
 
Sincerely, 
John C Haymond 

 
Commentor No. 286: Janna Harrell 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am very concerned about the potential storage of mercury merely 45 miles from my home. I 
do not want it moved here! It is not safe to store such dangerous materials so near to a major 
metropolitan area. The depot in Tooele has had repeated leaks and safety problems. We do not 
need or want more chemicals in our backyard! I know they need to go somewhere, but please 
find a location further from a large city. It is simply too dangerous to house the mercury so 
near to so many people. Please do not locate the storage facility so close to my home. Thank 
you for considering my concerns. Janna Harrell 

 
Commentor No. 287: Tom Chapman 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

Absolutely NOT ! Utah has become the dumping grounds for every state in the union under the 
guise that it is completely safe. It is not and we are not so stupid as to believe that. If the 
mercury is so safe, store it next to Washington D.C. 

 
Commentor No. 288: Cameron Spencer 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am adamantly opposed to the storing of mercury in the Utah Industrial Depot in Tooele, UT. 
As a Tooele resident, I am fully aware of the hazardous materials that are already housed in our 
county. I feel that we have more than our share of these materials and its time for another state 
to house its ’fair share’ of these materials. Why is it that somewhere more remote can not be 
selected to house these materials? More importantly, why can these materials not stay where 
they are? To clean up 1 gram of mercury costs $750. Why risk moving the stockpile(s) of 
mercury? If something happens mid-transport, the cost to taxpayers and the environmental 
impact would be catastrophic. Contrary to popular belief, Tooele is not the nations ’dump’, this 
area was inhabited by people long before the Industrial Depot existed. The US government 
needs to consider this and avoid storing mercury here at all costs. Sincerely, Cameron Spencer 
5922 Bayshore Dr Stansbury Park, UT 84074 
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Commentor No. 289: Molly 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I saw on the news that they are considering storing large quantities of mercury in Utah. As a 
resident, I’d prefer my state not be used as America’s dumping grounds for hazardous 
chemicals. We have more than our share stored here currently. If mercury is sensitive to heat 
and becomes a vapor when it gets too hot, doesn’t it seem logical to not store it in the desert? 
I’m sure there’s a back up plan for when the power goes out to prevent it from getting too hot, 
but even the best laid plans can go bad. What about when the earthquake that is likely to hit the 
Wasatch front occurs? How confident are you on your back up plan? I personally think the 
risks far outweigh the benefit of adding a hand full of jobs. Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment. 

 
Commentor No. 290: Nicole Gonzales 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I am writing in regards to storing the mercury within the city limits of Tooele City. I ask that 
you please reconsider Tooele as an option. The location that you are considering is to close to 
the people. I understand that, if heated, the mercury can let out deadly vapors - with that in 
mind I’ll have you know that we recently had one of our hottest summers where temperatures 
got as high as 104, so just imagine if all those tanks of mercury are just sitting reaching a 
boiling point. I also think that if anything were to happen they would be so close that there 
wouldn’t be a sufficient amount of time to give a reasonable warning. If you want to store it in 
this area, at least consider moving further west or south of Tooele. Thank you for taking the 
time to read this and I hope you carefully consider all options. Nicole Gonzales 

 
Commentor No. 291: Michael R. Johnson 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I support the DNSC’s decision to consolidate the nation’s mercury stockpile in one location; it 
makes perfect sense.  I cannot support, however, the selection of Utah Industrial Depot ("UID") 
as one of the potential sites, and believe that the UID site should be deleted from the final EIS.  
First, from a cost perspective, it simply makes no sense to consider UID.  The cost of 
transporting mercury to the UID would be enormous compared to the other potential sites, and 
in particular Warren, Ohio.  Second, while I believe that the storage of mercury is basically 
safe, the concern for me would be adequate security to guard against terrorist acts and other 
threats.  UID is a private facility with little security.  The mercury should be stored in a secure 
facility owned by the federal government, perhaps at an existing army base or other depot.  
Third, I believe that the draft EIS is flawed and must be amended.  It does not adequately 
discuss the costs and expenses to be incurred by the federal, state and local governments to 
continually store and monitor the mercury in perpetuity.  It also fails to account for the 
"perception" factor.  What impact would storage of mercury at UID and other facilities have in 
terms of perception from the community at large?  With respect to UID, would it detract other 
businesses from locating at the UID and would it keep people from moving to Tooele or the 
surrounding area?  Finally, it seems almost impossible to do an  
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Commentor No. 291: Michael R. Johnson (continued) 

adequate EIS without a selected site.  The location that the mercury will be stored at should be 
one of the critical factors considered, and the DNSC should recommend not only one of the 
options, in this case consolidation, but it also should recommend a preferred site for the 
consolidation to occur.  Thank you for consideration of these comments. 
  
Michael R. Johnson, Esq. 
SNELL & WILMER LLP 
Gateway Tower West 
15 West South Temple, Suite 1200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84101 
Phone:  (801) 257-1903 
Fax:  (801) 257-1800 
E-mail:  mrjohnson@swlaw.com 

 
Commentor No. 292: Brian Roberts 

From the MM EIS Web site– 

I just read your environmental impact statement. I think it is foolish to spend money storing 
something that is no longer needed and can be sold for $18 to 25 million. The answer is 
obvious. Sell the mercury. Even better, do some good with it. Since mercury is a poison, why 
not use it to clean up another poison? Sell the mercury and use the money to clean up the 
uranium tailings next to the Colorado River next to Moab, Utah. Those tailings resulted from 
making nukes for the cold war. The tailings are leaching into the river. A natural disaster 
causing the river to shift or tailings to go down stream would be a catastrophe since California 
relies on much of the water for agriculture and potable water. A company in Utah has proposed 
moving the tailings by pipe by mixing them with water in a slurry. It’s a good idea. The state 
just needs money to do it. Use the money from the mercury (a poison) to clean up this other 
poison (uranium tailings). This also fits in well since the Governor of Utah, Mike Leavitt, is 
supposed to head the EPA. If you decide to store the mercury, have you considered its danger 
if a terrorist bombs it and turns it into vapor? I feel it is not worth the risk or expense to store it 
when it is not needed. I do not understand why there is even a question since the answer should 
be obvious. Brian Roberts. 
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Commentor No. 293: Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
Joe Mion 

 

EC-4 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–312  

Commentor No. 293: Ohio Department of Natural Resources 
Joe Mion (continued) 
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Commentor No. 294: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
Dorothy P. Guzzo 
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Commentor No. 295: Indiana Department of Natural Resources 
Jon C. Smith 
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2.3 RESPONSES 
 
This section presents DNSC’s responses to the comments received.  The responses are organized by issue 
category.  The comment issue is summarized, followed by DNSC’s response.  References made to 
document sections and tables in DNSC’s responses pertain to the Final MM EIS (Volume I) unless 
otherwise noted.  Table 2–3 provides an index to the responses.  This table presents the issue categories, 
indicates the page where the response is located, and identifies the comment documents to which they 
apply. 
 

Table 2–3.  Index of Responses by Issue Category 
Codea Issue Category Pageb Applicable Comment Documentsc 

AC Alternative – Consolidated Storage 
AC-1   General 2–318 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 31, 

33, 39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 53, 54, 55, 57, 60, 61, 
62, 63, 64, 66, 67, 69, 70, 72, 77, 78, 80, 81, 82, 
84, 86, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 96, 97, 98, 99, 
105, 106, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112, 114, 115, 117, 
119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 127, 128, 131, 
137, 138, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 146, 149, 151, 
152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 163, 
164, 166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 
176, 179, 180, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 
191, 193, 194, 195, 198, 199, 200, 202, 203, 204, 
208, 209, 210, 212, 214, 215, 216, 218, 219, 220, 
221, 222, 223, 224, 225, 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 
232, 233, 234, 235, 236, 237, 239, 240, 241, 242, 
244, 245, 246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 253, 
254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 
264, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 
274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 281, 282, 283, 284, 
285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291  

AC-2   Hawthorne Army Depot 2–320 106, 211 
AC-3   PEZ Lake Development 2–321 4, 5, 18, 19, 23, 24, 172 
AE Alternative – Eliminated 
AE-1   Candidate Sites 2–321 13, 102, 164, 170, 189, 210, 213, 277, 287, 290, 

291 
AE-2   Treatment and Disposal 2–322 7, 56, 83, 113 
AG Alternative – General 
AG-1   Comparison of Impacts 2–322 148, 168, 201 
AG-2   Hybrid  2–323 148, 206, 207 
AN Alternative – No Action 
AN-1   General 2–323 1, 32, 47, 49, 50, 51, 52, 59, 74, 111, 149, 163, 

185, 189, 231, 238, 256, 265, 288 
AP Alternative – Preferred 
AP-1   General 2–324 7, 25, 37, 167, 178, 201, 291 
AP-2   Sales  2–325 147 
AS Alternative – Sales 
AS-1   General 2–325 53, 73, 75, 111, 121, 130, 134, 136, 170, 174, 

175, 201, 204, 205, 207, 292 
CB Cost/Benefit 
CB-1   General 2–326 9, 36, 56, 113, 164, 175, 189, 208, 291 
CB-2   Funding Other Programs 2–327 292 
CB-3   Funding Mercury Management 

  Activities 
2–327 164, 201, 291 
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Table 2–3.  Index of Responses by Issue Category (Continued) 
Codea Issue Category Pageb Applicable Comment Documentsc 

CR Cultural Resources 
CR-1   Warren Depot 2–327 26 
CR-2   Somerville Depot 2–327 100, 294 
CR-3   Hawthorne Army Depot 2–328 29 
CR-4   Y–12 National Security Complex 2–328 28 
CR-5   New Haven Depot  2–328 295 
DM Decisions to be Made/Record of Decision 
DM-1   General 2–328 32, 46, 70, 101, 139, 165, 167 
DM-2   Population 2–329 56, 58, 64, 113, 117, 204 
DM-3   Removal of Mercury 2–329 38, 76, 152, 154, 161, 183 
DD Decontamination and Decommissioning 
DD-1   General 2–329 56, 113, 189, 212 
EC Ecological Resources 
EC-1   Environmental Impacts 2–330 66, 175, 196 
EC-2   New Haven Depot 2–330 85, 95 
EC-3   Somerville Depot 2–330 68, 79 
EC-4   Warren Depot 2–331 293 
EO EIS Presentation and Organization 
EO-1   General 2–331 146 
ER Emergency Response 
ER-1   General 2–331 7, 32, 71, 189, 243 
ER-2   Utah Industrial Depot 2–332 59, 213 
EP Environmental Regulations, Permits, and Consultations 
EP-1   General 2–332 73, 106 
EP-2   Walker River Agreement  2–332 87, 177 
LU Land Use and Visual Resources 
LU-1   General 2–333 100 
LU-2   Utah Industrial Depot 2–333 2 
NP NEPA Process/Adequacy 
NP-1   General 2–333 2, 60, 130 
NP-2   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2–333 27 
NP-3   Local Experts 2–334 171 
NP-4   No Comment 2–334 22 
NP-5   Schedule 2–334 171 
OS Other Site Issues 
OS-1   Community Acceptance 2–334 173  
OS-2   Contamination 2–334 137, 138 
OS-3   Out of Scope 2–335 41, 54, 76, 110, 131, 132, 170, 189, 234, 245 
OS-4   Radioactive Materials 2–335 137 
OS-5   Environmental Restoration 2–335 108, 137 
PO Policy (DLA, DNSC, DOE, EPA) 
PO-1   Approval 2–335 174, 204, 208 
PO-2   Mercury 2–336 3, 146, 148 
PO-3   Privatization 2–336 189 
PP Public Participation 
PP-1   General 2–336 2, 128, 131, 132, 146, 208, 271 
PP-2   Comments 2–337 181 
PP-3   Extension of Comment Period 2–337 150, 189 
PP-4   New Haven Depot 2–337 46 
PP-5   Phone Call 2–338 161, 271 
PP-6   Notification 2–338 210 
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Table 2–3.  Index of Responses by Issue Category (Continued) 
Codea Issue Category Pageb Applicable Comment Documentsc 

PN Purpose, Need, and Timing 
PN-1   Depot Closure 2–338 56, 65, 113, 118, 130, 175 
PN-2   Other Mercury 2–338 3, 7, 14, 34, 56, 113, 116, 134, 136, 162, 258 
PN-3   Out of Scope 2–339 7 
PN-4   Schedule 2–339 165 
RP Related Programs/Documents 
RP-1   General 2–339 174 
RE Risk – Ecological 
RE-1   General 2–339 106, 196 
RE-2   New Haven Depot 2–340 109 
RA Risk – Human Health – Accidents 
RA-1   General 2–340 1, 9, 31, 33, 54, 56, 70, 84, 96, 101, 103, 109, 110, 

112, 113, 117, 123, 128, 133, 136, 138, 143, 168, 
175, 182, 189, 202, 210, 289 

RA-2   Terrorist 2–341 31, 58, 66, 169, 189, 194, 203, 292 
RA-3   Tornado 2–341 9, 117, 131, 135 
RN Risk – Human Health – Normal Operations 
RN-1   General 2–342 32, 35, 36, 46, 76, 129, 131, 190, 192, 197 
RN-2   Cumulative 2–342 202, 261, 275 
RN-3   Sensitive Individuals 2–343 205 
RT Risk – Transportation 
RT-1   General 2–343 7, 15, 30, 31, 75, 104, 117, 143, 165, 189, 205, 

277, 288 
RT-2   Spent Nuclear Fuel 2–345 107 
RT-3   Walker River Indian Reservation 2–344 177 
SE Socioeconomics 
SE-1   General 2–345 2, 7, 119, 130, 180, 210, 280 
SE-2   Property Values and Development 2–345 1, 2, 11, 31, 32, 33, 42, 54, 56, 66, 108, 110, 113, 

117, 122, 124, 130, 137, 138, 164, 175, 180, 182, 
189, 200, 204, 214, 217, 247, 280, 283, 291 

SB Storage Building Design and Operation 
SB-1   General 2–345 6, 17, 31, 32, 33, 48, 71, 72, 114, 117, 118, 138, 

163, 182, 189, 201, 210, 243, 272, 291 
SB-2   Temperature 2–346 107, 189, 289, 290 
SB-3   Leaks 2–346 7, 54, 110, 112, 114 
SB-4   Logistics 2–347 189 
WM Waste Management 
WM-1   General 2–347 16, 59, 106, 254, 256, 259, 262, 266, 273, 276, 

278, 281, 282, 283 
WR Water Resources 
WR-1   General 2–347 20, 58, 106, 126, 179, 204 
WR-2   Approval 2–347 85 
WR-3   Utah Industrial Depot 2–348 145, 243 
a Issue category codes appear in the margin of the comment documents (Section 2.2) and serve to link the comments to the 

applicable DNSC responses (Section 2.3). 
b Page numbers indicate the location of the summary responses in Section 2.3. 
c Provides the comment document identification number of comments that received the same response. 
Key: DLA, Defense Logistics Agency; DNSC, Defense National Stockpile Center; DOE, U.S. Department of Energy; EIS, 
Environmental Impact Statement; EPA, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; NEPA, National Environmental Policy Act. 
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AC-1. ALTERNATIVE – CONSOLIDATED STORAGE – GENERAL  
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: More comments were received on consolidated storage than on any other issue.  Many 
commentors were opposed to the Consolidated Storage Alternative.  The most frequently cited reasons for 
opposition included concerns about: 
 

• Human health risks from leaks, accidents, and terrorist acts 

• Proximity of the storage locations to populated areas 
• Adverse effects on property values and negative perceptions affecting economic growth in the 

surrounding communities 
• Adverse effects on the environment 

 
Some commentors were in favor of consolidated storage.  The most frequently cited reasons for their 
position included: 
 

• Benefit of removing the mercury from the existing storage locations 
• Moving the mercury to a less populated area  

• Ease of management at one location 
 
Some commentors suggested that DNSC obtain approval of state and local governments and the 
community before a site is selected for consolidated mercury storage. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As discussed in Section 2.3, DNSC’s preferred alternative is consolidated storage at 
one location.  Decisions on mercury management will be based on the environmental analyses presented 
in the EIS, including health and safety, security, and socioeconomics, and other factors such as cost, 
strategic considerations, and public input.  DNSC will announce its decisions and the reasons for them in 
the Record of Decision (ROD), which will be published no earlier than 30 days after publication of the 
Final MM EIS Notice of Availability.  The ROD may specify the Consolidated Storage Alternative 
(preferred alternative), No Action Alternative, Sales Alternative, or a combination of these alternatives 
(hybrid alternative).  The mercury storage facility would be financed by the Federal Government, and the 
mercury would continue to be owned, and its conditions monitored, by the Federal Government. 
 
Because mercury is a hazardous material, DNSC imposes strict controls to prevent exposure or release to 
the environment or to personnel working in the storage locations.  The Human Health and Ecological 
Risk Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement (Risk Assessment 
Report) (DLA 2004) was prepared to support the MM EIS.  The results of this risk assessment are 
included in the MM EIS.  As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5 of the MM EIS, risks 
to the public from mercury released during facility accidents would be negligible to low at any of the 
candidate sites for all the alternatives considered.  Mercury vapors that might escape from the storage 
facility after an accident would be diluted to low concentrations before reaching the public.  This includes 
mercury that could be released during natural disasters such as earthquakes and tornadoes and human-
initiated spills, leaks, and other accidents.  Populations residing near the candidate sites are unlikely to 
face a major public health threat.  This is because the risks are already negligible to low for an individual 
member of the public under the worst conditions that can reasonably be expected, and thus the risks for 
the general public would be even lower. 
 
Mercury has been transported as a common industrial commodity for many years.  Transportation of 
mercury would be in accordance with the U.S. Department of Transportation hazardous material shipping 
requirements for using commercial truck and rail routes.  The Risk Assessment Report evaluates the 
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potential consequences of truck and rail transportation.  Risk is a function of both frequency and 
consequence, and the more miles traveled, the greater the opportunity for an accident to occur.  The 
greatest risk to the public would result from a truck transportation accident resulting in a mercury spill 
and fire.  As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5 of the MM EIS, risk from this 
accident would be low for both acute (short term) and chronic (long term) exposure if the accident 
occurred while it was raining.  Without rain, the chronic risk would be negligible.  The risk of a traffic 
fatality occurring somewhere along the route would be low. 
 
Ecological risks resulting from this postulated accident range from negligible to moderate, depending on 
the receptor organism and the weather.  However, the probability that a fire would occur while it is 
raining and the limited area involved suggest that the ecological risks of transportation accidents are 
likely to be lower than estimated. 
 
DNSC provides armed security, perimeter fencing, and closely controlled access at the current storage 
locations.  DNSC also works with local authorities to ensure that even the most unlikely scenarios would 
be handled properly.  DNSC has prepared a risk analysis of a deliberate aircraft crash and conducted 
vulnerability assessments at the current storage locations to ensure that the mercury remains safe and 
secure.  These internal reports, which indicate that the mercury stockpile is not a likely target for 
terrorists, are not available to the public for security reasons.  DNSC would require comparable levels of 
protection at any storage location. 
 
DNSC has worked with the public throughout the EIS process to help them understand the potential risks 
presented by the mercury management alternatives so that opinions can be formulated based on facts and 
not perception.  DNSC has safely stored mercury for more than 50 years and has taken additional 
precautions to ensure that it continues to be stored safely over the next 40 years by overpacking the 
mercury in steel drums and making modifications to the storage buildings.  Sections 1.2.3 and 2.2.1 
describe mercury storage at the existing locations.  As summarized above, the analyses indicate that there 
is negligible-to-low risk to the public associated with consolidated mercury storage at any of the 
candidate sites. 
 
As described in the Chapter 4 water resources subsections, plans would be in place should a leak or spill 
occur.  The mercury storage sites would have approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures 
Plans and Installation Spill Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response to a spill is made.  
The workforce at the mercury storage locations would be trained to respond to mercury spills.  State and 
local emergency response teams would be aware of the mercury storage.  Should there be a mercury spill, 
it would be cleaned up to applicable standards. 
 
There would be no new construction and therefore no impacts on the environment from land-disturbing 
activities.  As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5, negligible-to-minor environmental 
impacts would result from activities associated with the Consolidated Storage Alternative. 
 
As described in Section 1.5, DNSC has supported a vigorous public outreach program.  DNSC has hosted 
12 public meetings nationwide, and provided information on the MM EIS in the form of newsletters, fact 
sheets, reports, exhibits, and a Web site.  Email and toll-free telephone and fax numbers have been 
available for public queries and comments.  Postcards were sent to households in the immediate vicinity 
of potential storage sites to inform them of public meetings and comment opportunities. DNSC has also 
provided briefings for state and local officials and others in communities potentially affected by mercury 
management activities, and will continue to inform communities affected by the mercury management 
alternative that is selected. 
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AC-2. ALTERNATIVE – CONSOLIDATED STORAGE – HAWTHORNE ARMY DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY:  The Nevada Department of Administration is opposed to the consolidation and 
storage of mercury anywhere in Nevada because the state has contributed more than its fair share in 
meeting national defense, security, and waste disposal needs.  The United States Department of Interior 
supports the Consolidated Storage Alternative, however, the least preferable candidate site would be the 
Hawthorne Army Depot because of concerns about potential impacts on Walker Lake. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC recognizes Nevada’s contributions and concerns.  DNSC has safely stored 
mercury for more than 50 years and has taken additional precautions to ensure that it continues to be 
stored safely over the next 40 years by overpacking the mercury in steel drums and making modifications 
to the storage buildings.  As described in Section 2.2.1, mercury at the DNSC depots is stored in 76-lb 
(34-kg) capacity flasks sealed in airtight 30-gal (114-l) drums.  The flasks are separated by dividers inside 
the drums and rest on an absorbent mat that doubles as cushioning material.  Flasks are enclosed in plastic 
bags and sealed with wire ties.  Drum lids have half-inch rubber gaskets, and a steel locking ring is bolted 
in place to seal the drum lid.  The drums rest on catch trays on wooden pallets on sealed floors.  As 
described in Section 4.2.1.5, the catch trays can contain the contents of several flasks.  Should an 
emergency occur, the mercury storage sites would have approved Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plans and Installation Spill Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response 
would be made. 
 
As described in Section 3.6.6.1, Walker Lake is about 5 mi (8 km) from the closest potential mercury 
storage facility.  There are no perennial streams in the Walker Lake Valley, where the Hawthorne Army 
Depot is located.  The lack of water flow from the depot to Walker Lake would provide some protection 
of the lake in the unlikely event of a spill outside the mercury storage buildings.  Mercury in soil can be 
cleaned up more readily than mercury in a stream or lake, and elemental mercury in dry soil is not 
transformed into more toxic forms.  With the safeguards described in the previous paragraph, the 
likelihood of harm to Walker Lake would be very small. 
 
A comprehensive risk assessment was performed to support the MM EIS.  The results of this risk 
assessment are included in the MM EIS and are documented in the Human Health and Ecological Risk 
Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement (DLA 2004).  As 
described in Section 4.3.4 and summarized in Section 2.5 of the MM EIS, ecological risks from normal 
operations at the Hawthorne Army Depot would be negligible.  Section 4.3.5 states that in the unlikely 
event of a facility accident in which mercury is released by a fire, airborne transport could result in 
negligible-to-low ecological risks as a result of dry deposition of mercury.  At the Hawthorne Army 
Depot, the buildings are constructed of reinforced concrete and are not combustible.  Risks from wet 
deposition were predicted to range from negligible to moderate.  The moderate ecological risks would 
occur if the accident with fire occurred during a rain event, which is unlikely in a dry climate.   
 
Section 4.3.6 evaluates reasonable scenarios for truck and rail transportation accidents.  The likelihood 
that a traffic accident would occur near Walker Lake is low.  Risks to plants and animals from 
transporting mercury to the Hawthorne Army Depot under the Consolidated Storage Alternative would be 
negligible to moderate for the entire route traveled.  As noted, moderate ecological risks would occur if 
the accident caused a fire during a rain event, which is unlikely in a dry climate.  Therefore, the limited 
probability that an accident with fire would occur while it is raining, the relatively short transportation 
distances near Walker Lake, and the negligible risk from spills without a fire, suggests that the risks from 
transportation accidents are likely to be lower than that estimated in the MM EIS. 
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AC-3. ALTERNATIVE – CONSOLIDATED STORAGE – PEZ LAKE DEVELOPMENT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors expressed concerns regarding consolidated mercury storage at the 
PEZ Lake Development near Romulus, New York.  One commentor suggested that storage in the igloos 
on the former Seneca Army Depot should be evaluated. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC has safely stored mercury for over 50 years.  The PEZ Lake Development site 
in Romulus, New York, is analyzed in the MM EIS as one of the sites representing a range of 
environmental and socioeconomic settings; however, this site is no longer under consideration as a 
consolidated storage site.  The Advantage Group, which manages and will own the site, withdrew it from 
consideration based on business and site development plans. 
 
Storage in igloos at the former Seneca Army Depot was not considered to be a reasonable alternative 
because the land containing the igloos has been set aside for conservation/recreation purposes.  As 
described in Section 2.2.2.4, storage in igloos at the Hawthorne Army Depot is evaluated. 
 
AE-1. ALTERNATIVE – ELIMINATED – CANDIDATE SITES 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors were concerned about how the candidate sites were selected for the 
Consolidated Storage Alternative.  Other commentors suggested that additional sites be evaluated, 
including other military bases and the U.S. Department of Energy’s Y–12 site. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Section 2.2.2, DNSC identified potential mercury storage sites by 
asking the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) and other Federal agencies to propose sites, visiting 
proposed sites, and applying screening criteria that included environmental conditions, site infrastructure, 
and availability of environmental documentation.   
 
To notify Federal agencies of its search, DNSC published an “Expression of Interest, Alternative 
Locations for the Long Term Storage of Mercury” in the March 5, 2001, Federal Register.  After the 
notice was issued, DNSC sent a letter to Federal land management agencies reiterating its storage 
requirements and requesting a response.  The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense also issued a 
memorandum that requested DoD organizations to determine if they had potentially suitable sites. 
 
DNSC developed site-screening criteria to select representative sites for analysis in the MM EIS.  The 
screening criteria included, but were not limited to, aspects of site infrastructure, environmental 
conditions, and the availability of environmental documentation.  The criteria identified preferred site 
characteristics and, where meaningful, provided qualitative measures. 
 
Preliminary visits were made to six sites.  During these visits, DNSC personnel made preliminary 
assessments of the quality and adequacy of site environmental information, as well as the suitability of the 
facility for consolidated long-term storage.  Each site was evaluated against the site screening criteria.  
Three sites met the criteria to a higher degree than the others—Hawthorne Army Depot, PEZ Lake 
Development, and Utah Industrial Depot.   
 
The selected sites, along with the three existing storage depots, afford a wide variety of environmental 
conditions.  In addition, because they are in different parts of the United States, a range of transportation 
distances can be analyzed.  DNSC determined that the six sites would cover the range of environmental 
impacts that need to be evaluated for consolidation.  Analysis of these sites does not preclude the 
selection of other sites in the future, via an appropriate contractual process.  If a site is considered for 
selection that was not evaluated in the MM EIS, an environmental review, tiering off the EIS, would be 
conducted.  At this time, DNSC does not have a preferred consolidation site. 
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Y–12 is not a candidate site because it does not have enough space for all the mercury, and long-term 
mercury storage is not part of Y–12’s national security mission.  The Hawthorne Army Depot in Nevada 
is the only military site that was submitted for consideration by DoD.   
 
AE-2. ALTERNATIVE – ELIMINATED – TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors questioned why treatment and disposal of the mercury was not 
being evaluated.  One commentor suggested that mercury could be combined with sulfur to form mercury 
sulfide. Another commentor suggested that DNSC should perform research and testing to find a way to 
treat and dispose of the mercury. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Section 2.4.2 cites the fact that elemental mercury is the preferred form for most 
industrial uses that require mercury.  It also states that the treatment and storage alternative would result 
in additional environmental impacts and costs, without significant benefits, during initial processing 
(stabilization), storage, and conversion (reclamation) back into elemental mercury at the end of the 
storage period.  Therefore, this alternative is not fully analyzed in the MM EIS.   
 
Mercury can be combined with sulfur to form mercury sulfide, a form of mercury found in some ores.  
DNSC considered evaluating an alternative that would have utilized mercury treatment and disposal in a 
qualified landfill.  As discussed in Section 2.4.3, a number of technologies for treating mercury were 
evaluated.  However, preliminary research indicated that at present there are no commercially available 
technologies that could render large quantities of elemental mercury more stable or less toxic in 
preparation for disposal.  Based on the absence of mature technology and a U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency-approved path forward for treatment and disposal of elemental mercury, DNSC 
elected not to pursue this alternative.  If treatment technology becomes available in the future, it is 
possible that stored mercury could be disposed as discussed in Section 2.4.  
 
DNSC does not have the responsibility or the authority to conduct research to identify a safe disposal 
option, and pursuit of such an option is beyond the scope of the MM EIS.  If a viable treatment 
technology were to become available in the future, DNSC could consider its applicability to any DNSC 
mercury in storage at that time. 
 
AG-1. ALTERNATIVE – GENERAL – COMPARISON OF IMPACTS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A number of commentors suggested that one alternative would result in fewer impacts 
than other alternatives.  
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Table 2–3 provides a comparison of the impacts of the mercury management 
alternatives.  Overall, this table shows that there are few discriminating factors among the alternatives and 
little difference in impacts and risks. 
 
The analysis indicates that the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of all the alternatives would be 
negligible to minor.  In addition, human health and ecological risks from normal operations would be 
negligible for all the alternatives.  Human health and ecological risks from facility accidents would be 
moderate for the Consolidated Storage and Sales Alternatives, and negligible to low for the No Action 
Alternative.  The Sale of Mercury to Reduce Mercury Mining Alternative could also produce beneficial 
impacts by reducing environmental impacts and risks from mercury mining and refining.  
 
Human health and ecological risks from transportation would be moderate to high for the Sales 
Alternative due to the greater distances involved.  Risks from transportation would be low to moderate for 
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the Consolidated Storage Alternative.  There would be no transportation risk for the No Action 
Alternative. 
 
The No Action and Consolidated Storage Alternatives would be the most expensive.  The Sales 
Alternative would be the least expensive because they would generate income by selling the mercury 
stockpile.  
 
AG-2. ALTERNATIVE – GENERAL – HYBRID 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors suggested that a hybrid alternative should be considered. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Section 1.3 notes that a hybrid alternative, combining the Consolidated Storage and 
Sales Alternatives, could be selected.  DNSC could also select a two-site Consolidated Storage 
Alternative where mercury would be consolidated at two sites for long-term storage.  The environmental 
impacts of hybrid alternatives would be bounded by impacts evaluated in the MM EIS. 
 
AN-1. ALTERNATIVE – NO ACTION – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors were opposed to the No Action Alternative.  The most frequently 
cited reasons for opposition included concerns about: 
 

• Human health risks from leaks, accidents, and terrorist acts 
• Proximity of the storage locations to populated areas 
• Adverse effects on property values and negative perceptions affecting economic growth in the 

surrounding communities 
• Adverse effects on the environment 

 
Some commentors were in favor of this alternative with the belief that the current operations at the 
respective mercury storage sites were safe and secure. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As discussed in Section 2.3, DNSC’s preferred alternative is consolidated storage at 
one location.  Decisions on mercury management will be based on the environmental analyses presented 
in the EIS, including health and safety, security, and socioeconomics, and other factors such as cost, 
strategic considerations, and public input.  DNSC will announce its decisions and the reasons for them in 
the Record of Decision (ROD), which will be published no earlier than 30 days after publication of the 
Final MM EIS Notice of Availability.  The ROD may specify the Consolidated Storage Alternative 
(preferred alternative), No Action Alternative, Sales Alternative, or a combination of these alternatives 
(hybrid alternative).  
 
Because mercury is a hazardous material, DNSC imposes strict controls to prevent exposure or release to 
the environment or to personnel working in the storage locations.  The Human Health and Ecological 
Risk Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement  (DLA 2004) was 
prepared to support the MM EIS.  The results of this risk assessment are included in the MM EIS.  As 
described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5 of the MM EIS, risks to the public from mercury 
released during facility accidents would be negligible to low at any of the candidate sites for all the 
alternatives considered.  Mercury vapors that might escape from the storage facility after an accident 
would be diluted to low concentrations before reaching the public.  This includes mercury that could be 
released during natural disasters such as earthquakes and tornadoes and human-initiated spills, leaks, and 
other accidents.  Populations residing near the candidate sites are unlikely to face a major public health 
threat.  This is because the risks are already negligible to low for an individual member of the public 
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under the worst conditions that can reasonably be expected, and thus the risks for the general public 
would be even lower. 
 
As described in the Chapter 4 water resources subsections, plans are in place should a leak or spill occur.  
The existing mercury storage locations have approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures 
Plans and Installation Spill Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response to a spill is made.  
The workforce at the mercury storage locations is trained to respond to mercury spills.  State and local 
emergency response teams are aware of the mercury storage.  Should there be a mercury spill, it would be 
cleaned up to applicable standards. 
 
DNSC provides armed security, perimeter fencing, and closely controlled access at the depots.  DNSC 
also works with local authorities to ensure that even the most unlikely scenarios would be handled 
properly.  DNSC has prepared a risk analysis of a deliberate aircraft crash and conducted vulnerability 
assessments to ensure that the mercury storage depots remain safe and secure.  These internal reports, 
which indicate that the mercury stockpile is not a likely target for terrorists, are not available to the public 
for security reasons.  
 
DNSC has worked with the public throughout the EIS process to help them understand the potential risks 
presented by the No Action Alternative so that opinions can be formulated based on facts and not 
perception.  DNSC has safely stored mercury for more than 50 years and has taken additional precautions 
to ensure that it continues to be stored safely over the next 40 years by overpacking the mercury in steel 
drums and making modifications to the storage buildings.  Sections 1.2.3 and 2.2.1 describe mercury 
storage at the existing locations.  As summarized above, the analyses indicate that there is negligible risk 
to the public associated with continued mercury storage at the existing locations. 
 
There would be no new construction and therefore no impacts on the environment from land-disturbing 
activities.  As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5, negligible environmental impacts 
would result from activities associated with the No Action Alternative. 
 
As described in Section 1.5, DNSC has supported a vigorous public outreach program.  DNSC has hosted 
12 public meetings nationwide, and provided information on the MM EIS in the form of newsletters, fact 
sheets, reports, exhibits, and a Web site.  Email and toll-free telephone and fax numbers have been 
available for public queries and comments.  Postcards were sent to households in the immediate vicinity 
of potential storage sites to inform them of public meetings and comment opportunities. DNSC has also 
provided briefings for state and local officials and others in communities potentially affected by mercury 
management activities, and will continue to inform communities affected by the mercury management 
alternative that is selected. 
 
AP-1. ALTERNATIVE – PREFERRED – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors questioned how the preferred alternative was selected and if DNSC 
has selected a preferred site for consolidated storage. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As discussed in Section 2.3, DNSC’s preferred alternative is consolidated mercury 
storage at one location.  DNSC has selected the Consolidated Storage Alternative because it meets all 
DNSC objectives as stated in Section 1.3. 
 
DNSC has not selected a consolidated mercury storage site from among the six candidate sites evaluated 
in the MM EIS.  No other candidate sites have been identified, although the PEZ Lake Development in 
Romulus, New York, is no longer under consideration because the new owners have different plans for its 
use.  The U.S. Department of Energy’s Y–12 site is not a candidate site because it does not have enough 
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space for all the mercury, and long-term storage of mercury is not part of Y–12’s national security 
mission.  As described in Section 2.3, the analysis of candidate sites in the MM EIS does not preclude 
selection of another site in the future.  However, a site not evaluated would likely require additional 
environmental documentation and public notification and review. 
 
Decisions on mercury management will be based on the environmental analyses presented in the EIS, 
including health and safety, security, and socioeconomics, and other factors such as cost, strategic 
considerations, and public input.  DNSC will announce its decisions and the reasons for them in the 
Record of Decision (ROD), which will be published no earlier than 30 days after publication of the Final 
MM EIS Notice of Availability.  The ROD may specify the Consolidated Storage Alternative (preferred 
alternative), No Action Alternative, Sales Alternative, or a combination of these alternatives (hybrid 
alternative). 
 
AP-2. ALTERNATIVE – PREFERRED – SALES  
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: One commentor believes that the Sales Alternative is the only viable solution to 
mercury management. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Section 2.2, the MM EIS analyzes three viable alternatives; No 
Action, Consolidated Storage, and Sales.  Consolidated storage is DNSC’s preferred alternative because it 
could facilitate plans to close depots as well as provide safe, long-term mercury management with 
negligible-to-minor environmental impacts, and economies of scale.  Section 1.3 notes that a combined 
alternative (hybrid alternative) could also be chosen. 
 
Under the Consolidated Storage Alternative, the mercury could remain in storage well beyond the 
projected closure dates of the existing DNSC mercury storage depots.  As described in Section 1.2.1, 
despite closure plans one or more depots could be kept open, if required.   
 
In the future, mercury may be required for legitimate uses, or if commercial uses no longer exist, mercury 
may be treated and disposed.  Currently, there are no plans to move the mercury after the 40-year storage 
period.  If the Consolidated Storage Alternative is selected, extension of the storage period or other 
options for mercury management would be evaluated in appropriate environmental documentation before 
the end of the 40-year storage period.   
 
As described in Section 2.2.3, DNSC is prohibited under the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling 
Act of 1939, as amended (50 U.S.C. 98 et seq.) from selling mercury—and all other DNSC 
commodities—at a rate that would unduly disrupt the markets.  Two subalternatives are described in 
Section 2.2.3: (1) sales at the maximum allowable market rate (assumed to be 5,000 flasks per year), and 
(2) sales to reduce mercury mining.  Both alternatives restrict the rate of mercury sales to avoid undue 
disruption of the market.  Section 4.4.1 states that for the Sale of Mercury at the Maximum Allowable 
Market Rate Alternative, the truck or rail trips would be expected to occur over a period of 26 years.  
Section 4.5.1.1 states that for the Sales to Reduce Mercury Mining Alternative, the truck or rail trips 
would be expected to occur over a period of a few months.   
 
AS-1. ALTERNATIVE – SALES – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A number of commentors expressed support for the Sales Alternative.  Some 
suggested a hybrid alternative that would include consolidated storage and sale of all or a portion of the 
inventory from the consolidated storage location.  A few commentors suggested that the sale of existing 
mercury stockpiles would be preferable to new mercury mining.   
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Others were concerned about or opposed the sale of mercury.  Some commentors said that any mercury 
sold on the open market would increase the amount of mercury in the global environment.  Some 
expressed concern that sales of large quantities of mercury would depress mercury prices and result in the 
increased use of mercury.  One commentor believed that in a previous meeting DNSC made the claim that 
sale of excess mercury would upset the world market and displaced mercury miners in South America 
would turn to raising cocoa beans for a living.  Other commentors questioned whether DNSC mercury is a 
marketable commodity or a hazardous waste. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Section 2.2.3, DNSC is prohibited under the Strategic and Critical 
Materials Stock Piling Act of 1939, as amended (50 U.S.C. 98 et seq.) from selling mercury—and all 
other DNSC commodities—at a rate that would unduly disrupt the markets.  Two subalternatives are 
described in Section 2.2.3: (1) sales at the maximum allowable market rate (assumed to be 5,000 flasks 
per year), and (2) sales to reduce mercury mining.  Both alternatives restrict the rate of mercury sales to 
avoid undue disruption of the market.  Section 2.4.4 indicates that unrestricted sales were considered but 
eliminated from detailed study.  Unrestricted sales are considered to be unreasonable because it could 
result in undue disruption of the world mercury market.  DNSC suspended sales of mercury in 1994 
because of concerns expressed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Congress about 
accumulation of mercury in the global environment. 
 
The Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental 
Impact Statement (DLA 2004) was prepared to support the MM EIS.  The results of this risk assessment 
are included in the MM EIS.  As described in Sections 4.4 and 4.5 and summarized in Section 2.5 of the 
MM EIS, there would be negligible-to-minor environmental and socioeconomic impacts from the Sales 
Alternative.  Risks to the public from normal operations and facility accidents would be negligible to low.  
Section 1.3 notes that a hybrid alternative, combining the Consolidated Storage and Sales Alternatives, 
could be selected.  The environmental impacts of hybrid alternatives would be bounded by impacts 
evaluated in the MM EIS. 
 
As discussed in Section 2.2.3.2, the entire inventory of DNSC excess mercury could be sold to a mercury 
mining company with the agreement that mining would be reduced proportionately to compensate for the 
release of the DNSC mercury into the market.  In the event the mercury is sold, it is expected that an 
agreement would be negotiated that would require the purchaser to sell DNSC mercury at a rate no 
greater than the rate of sale for newly mined mercury.  Therefore, this alternative would meet the 
requirements of the Strategic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act of 1939, as amended 
(50 U.S.C. 98 et seq.) that sales would not result in undue disruption of the mercury market.  European 
producers of chlorine and alkali are also considering this approach (CEC 2002:9-12).  As described in 
Section 4.5 and summarized in Section 2.5, the Sales to Reduce Mercury Mining Alternative could 
produce beneficial impacts by reducing impacts of mercury mining and refining.  DNSC is unaware of 
any correlation between mercury sales and drug trafficking. 
 
As described in Sections 1.1 and 2.1, DNSC mercury is not a waste; it is a marketable commodity that is 
99.5 percent to 99.9 percent pure.  Mercury of this quality is currently bought and sold on the open market 
for uses such as thermometers, barometers, blood pressure monitors, switches, light bulbs, dental fillings, 
and medicines, among others.  Mercury is designated a hazardous substance under Section 307(a) of the 
Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), Section 112 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), and 
U.S. Department of Transportation hazardous materials regulations (49 CFR 172.101). 
 
CB-1. COST/BENEFIT – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors questioned the validity of the mercury storage cost estimates and 
asked why the estimated costs differ greatly among the candidate sites.   
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DNSC RESPONSE: Cost estimates have been revised in the Final MM EIS.  Facility cost estimates 
provided in the Draft MM EIS were based on actual square foot and other costs being paid by the 
Government at or near the properties being considered as possible consolidation sites.  Commentors on 
the Draft EIS noted that these estimated costs, particularly for the Western sites, appeared higher than 
would be expected.  DNSC analyzed the basis for these estimates and found that the costs included 
assumptions that were not consistent for all locations.  For these reasons, DNSC decided to treat basic 
facility costs generically.  Actual facility costs in the event that the long-term consolidated storage 
alternative is chosen would be established based on best value to the Government during a procurement 
process.   
 
CB-2. COST/BENEFIT – FUNDING OTHER PROGRAMS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor suggested that DNSC should sell the mercury stockpile and use the 
proceeds to pay for remediation of a uranium mill tailings site. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The authority to allocate funds from the sale of stockpile commodities lies with 
Congress, not with DNSC.   
 
CB-3. COST/BENEFIT – FUNDING MERCURY MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors asked who would pay for 40 years of storage of the DNSC 
mercury stockpile.  Another commentor asked who would fund the state and local government oversight 
of the mercury stockpile. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The costs associated with consolidated mercury storage at any of the candidate sites 
would be borne by the Federal Government.  Costs of the mercury management alternatives are described 
in Appendix D and summarized in Section 2.5.2.  The costs of state and local regulatory programs are the 
responsibility of the regulating agencies.   
 
CR-1. CULTURAL RESOURCES – WARREN DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The Ohio Historic Preservation Office noted that previous cultural resource studies 
have determined that no historic properties are located on the Warren Depot. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: If the Warren Depot is selected as the consolidated storage location and historic 
properties were discovered during site modification, DNSC would contact the Ohio State Historic 
Preservation Office in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
(16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) and 36 CFR 800.13. 
 
CR-2. CULTURAL RESOURCES – SOMERVILLE DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned about impacts to the heritage of the communities near 
the Somerville Depot.  The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s Historic Preservation 
Office’s review indicates that there are no properties listed on or eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) within the Somerville Depot.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As noted in Section 3.3.8 and supported by the New Jersey Department of 
Environmental Protection’s Historic Preservation Office’s review, no prehistoric or historic archeological 
properties that are eligible for listing on the NRHP were identified at the Somerville Depot.  The only 
property near the depot eligible for listing on the NRHP is the Duke Estate, which is located directly 
north.  Furthermore, if the Somerville Depot is selected for consolidated mercury storage, any necessary 
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modifications to the site would not require ground disturbance, therefore impacts on cultural resources are 
not likely.  However, if historic properties were discovered during mercury management activities, DNSC 
would contact the Historic Preservation Office in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) and 36 CFR 800.13. 
 
CR-3. CULTURAL RESOURCES – HAWTHORNE ARMY DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs requested that DNSC consult with their 
State Historic Preservation Officer if the Hawthorne Army Depot is selected as the consolidated storage 
location. 

 
DNSC RESPONSE:  If the Hawthorne Army Depot is selected as the consolidated storage location, 
consultation with the Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs would take place, as appropriate, in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) 
and 36 CFR 800.13. 
 
CR-4. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Y–12 NATIONAL SECURITY COMPLEX 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The Tennessee Historical Commission has no objection to the implementation of this 
project because implementation would not adversely impact any property eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: If historic properties were discovered during mercury management activities, DNSC 
would contact the Tennessee Historical Commission in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) and 36 CFR 800.13. 
 
CR-5. CULTURAL RESOURCES – NEW HAVEN DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The Indiana Department of Natural Resources’ analysis supports the assessment that 
no impacts on cultural resources are expected. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: If historic properties were discovered during mercury management activities, DNSC 
would contact the Indiana Department of Natural Resources in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) and 36 CFR 800.13. 
 
DM-1. DECISIONS TO BE MADE/RECORD OF DECISION – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors asked how a decision would be made.  Another commentor asked 
how long it would take to move the mercury once a decision is made. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Decisions on mercury management will be based on the environmental analyses 
presented in the MM EIS, including health and safety, security, and socioeconomics, and other factors 
such as cost, strategic considerations, and public input.  DNSC will announce its decisions and the 
reasons for them in the Record of Decision (ROD), which will be published no earlier than 30 days after 
publication of the Final MM EIS Notice of Availability.  The ROD may specify the Consolidated Storage 
Alternative (preferred alternative), No Action Alternative, Sales Alternative, or a combination of these 
alternatives (hybrid alternative).  
 
If the preferred alternative is selected, the ROD may or may not specify one of the candidate sites 
analyzed in the MM EIS.  If one of the candidate sites is not specified, additional time would be needed to 
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identify another storage location and to prepare additional environmental documentation.  Section 2.2.2 
notes that it is likely that it would take no more than a year to stage and transport the mercury to a 
consolidated storage location. 
 
DM-2. DECISIONS TO BE MADE/RECORD OF DECISION – POPULATION 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors suggested that proximity to populated areas should be a major 
factor in the decision. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The MM EIS presents information on population density in Section 3.1, and the 
affected environment sections on socioeconomics, environmental justice, and transportation.  Populations 
residing near the candidate sites are unlikely to face a major public health threat.  This is because the risks 
are already negligible to low for an individual member of the public under the worst conditions that can 
reasonably be expected, and thus the risks for the general public would be even lower. 
 
DM-3. DECISIONS TO BE MADE/RECORD OF DECISION – REMOVAL OF MERCURY 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors wanted the mercury removed from the existing storage locations 
immediately. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC cannot remove the mercury from the current storage locations at this time.  
The National Environmental Policy Act prohibits other actions during the EIS process.  To paraphrase 
40 CFR 1506.1(a), until an agency issues a record of decision, no action concerning the proposal shall be 
taken which would (1) have an adverse environmental impact, or (2) limit the choice of reasonable 
alternatives.  DNSC interprets these regulations to preclude doing anything while the MM EIS is pending 
that would in any way limit the choice of reasonable alternatives under consideration.  One of the choices 
is the No Action Alternative (i.e., continued storage at current mercury storage locations).  Therefore, 
DNSC cannot move the mercury until the MM EIS process is complete. 
 
DD-1. DECONTAMINATION AND DECOMMISSIONING – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor asked if DNSC has a closure plan for the mercury storage buildings.  
Another commentor asked what would happen to the mercury at the end of the 40-year storage period. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Were mercury to be removed from any storage depot, the storage facilities would be 
decontaminated and decommissioned from mercury storage use and released for other storage uses or 
disposition.  Although a plan has not been prepared, Section 4.6 describes the general process that would 
occur.     
 
These procedures are conservative because little or no contamination of the building interior would be 
anticipated.  None of the existing mercury storage buildings is known to have major contamination, and 
future contamination is unlikely because the mercury would be stored in flasks overpacked inside airtight 
30-gal (114-l) drums.  As an added precaution, the warehouse floors would be sealed to be resistant to 
mercury contamination in the event of a leak or spill, making surface cleanup all that would be necessary. 
 
If the No Action Alternative or Consolidated Storage Alternative is selected, extension of the storage 
period or other options for mercury management would be evaluated in appropriate National 
Environmental Policy Act documentation before the end of the 40-year storage period.   
 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–330  

EC-1. ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES – ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors expressed concern about potential impacts of the stored mercury on 
the environment, particularly impacts on surface waters such as lakes and rivers and on groundwater, as 
well as impacts on fish and other wildlife.  
 
DNSC RESPONSE: There would be no new construction and therefore no impacts on the environment 
from land-disturbing activities.  As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5, 
negligible-to-minor environmental impacts would result from activities associated with the alternatives 
considered. 
 
EC-2. ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES – NEW HAVEN DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service identified three federally listed threatened, 
endangered, or candidate species whose range includes Allen County, Indiana.  However, as also noted by 
the Indiana Department of Natural Resources, the New Haven Depot itself does not provide habitat for 
any federally or state-listed threatened, endangered, or rare plant or animal species.  The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service was concerned about potential impacts of these species along the transportation routes to 
the New Haven Depot.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC appreciates the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Indiana Department of 
Natural Resources’ assistance regarding identification of federally and state-listed threatened, endangered, 
or rare plant or animal species in the vicinity of the New Haven Depot.  The Final MM EIS has been 
updated to include the information supplied. 
 
Because existing truck and rail routes would be used regardless of the alternative selected, it is unlikely 
that transporting the mercury to the New Haven Depot would jeopardize listed species or destroy or 
adversely modify critical habitat.  As discussed in Section 4.3.1, truck and rail traffic would not be 
expected to result in a change in noise levels along the shipping routes that would be noticeable or result 
in an increase in annoyance.  Section 4.3.6 evaluates reasonable scenarios for truck and rail transportation 
accidents.  The likelihood that a traffic accident would occur near the New Haven Depot is low.  Risks to 
plants and animals range from negligible to moderate for the entire route traveled.  The moderate risk 
occurs for a truck or railcar fire when it is raining.  However, the probability that an accident with fire 
would occur while it is raining and the negligible risk from spills without a fire, suggests that the 
ecological risks from transportation accidents are likely to be lower than estimated.   
 
EC-3. ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES – SOMERVILLE DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY:  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service noted that no federally listed or proposed 
threatened or endangered flora or fauna are known to occur within the vicinity of the Somerville Depot 
with the exception of the occasional transient bald eagle.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was 
concerned about impacts along the transportation routes to the Somerville Depot.  The New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection noted the presence of state-listed threatened and endangered 
species’ habitat in the vicinity of the Somerville Depot and their opinion that the proposed mercury 
management actions would not result in any adverse impacts on state-listed species of concern. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC appreciates the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s assistance in confirming that 
there are no federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered flora or fauna known to occur within 
the vicinity of the Somerville Depot with the exception of the occasional transient bald eagle.  However, 
as indicated in Section 3.3.7.2, several state-listed species have been identified within a 2-mi (3.2-km) 
radius of the depot. 
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DNSC would seek a formal Section 7 consultation if the Somerville Depot is selected for consolidated 
mercury storage.  Because existing truck and rail routes would be used regardless of the alternative 
selected, it is unlikely that transporting the mercury to the Somerville Depot would jeopardize listed 
species or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat.  As discussed in Section 4.3.1, truck and rail traffic 
would not be expected to result in a change in noise levels along the shipping routes that would be 
noticeable or result in an increase in annoyance.  Section 4.3.6 evaluates reasonable scenarios for truck 
and rail transportation accidents.  The likelihood that a traffic accident would occur near the Somerville 
Depot is low.  Risks to plants and animals range from negligible to moderate for the entire route traveled.  
The moderate risk occurs for a truck or railcar fire when it is raining.  However, the probability that an 
accident with fire would occur while it is raining, the relatively short transportation distances near the 
Somerville Depot, and the negligible risk from spills without a fire, suggests that the ecological risks from 
transportation accidents are likely to be lower than estimated.   
 
DNSC appreciates the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection’s assistance regarding 
identification of state-listed endangered and threatened species in the vicinity of the Somerville Depot.  
The Final MM EIS has been updated to include the information supplied. 
 
EC-4. ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES – WARREN DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY:  The Ohio Department of Natural Resources noted that the Warren Depot was located 
in the historical range of federally and/or state-listed endangered, threatened, or candidate species—five 
birds, three mammals, one mollusk, and one reptile.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC appreciates the Ohio Department of Natural Resources’ assistance in 
identifying potential federally and/or state-listed threatened, endangered, or candidate animal species in 
the vicinity of the Warren Depot.  Further investigation indicates that there are 25 state-listed threatened, 
endangered, or candidate plant species in Trumbull County.  The Final MM EIS has been updated to 
include this information.  However, as indicated in Section 3.4.7.2, a survey did not locate any 
endangered, threatened, or rare animal or plant species on site or in the vicinity of the depot. 
 
EO-1. EIS PRESENTATION AND ORGANIZATION – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor asked that Section ES.8 include more information on DNSC’s 
evaluation of available elemental mercury treatment technologies as described in Section 2.4.3. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC believes that the level of detail presented in the Executive Summary is 
adequate.  Please refer to Section 2.4.3 for more detailed information. 
 
ER-1. EMERGENCY RESPONSE – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors were concerned about the local emergency response capabilities 
and who would pay to cleanup an accident. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Plans are in place should an emergency occur.  DNSC maintains equipment and trains 
the workforce at its mercury storage locations to respond to mercury spills.  The mercury storage sites 
would have approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plans and Installation Spill 
Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response to a spill is made.  Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration regulations require preparation of Material Safety Data Sheets.  Material Safety 
Data Sheets have been developed and would be shared with emergency response agencies at all storage 
locations.  State and local emergency response teams would be aware of the mercury storage and prepared 
to respond if an accident were to occur.  The immediate concern for an emergency hazardous material 
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response would be to contain the mercury and minimize exposure to those on the scene.  Mitigation 
efforts in the aftermath of the emergency would be less time-critical.  DNSC would be responsible for the 
cost of the cleanup, and the proper disposal of waste generated as a result of an emergency situation 
involving the mercury stockpile at a DNSC facility.   
 
As discussed in Section 4.3.5 and summarized in Section 2.5.1.5, analyses indicate that there would be 
negligible-to-low risk to the public from mercury storage facility accidents.  This estimate of negligible-
to-low risk does not account for any mitigation by an emergency response team. 
 
ER-2. EMERGENCY RESPONSE – UTAH INDUSTRIAL DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors were concerned about how an accident would be handled at the 
Utah Industrial Depot, and that the depot does not have adequate emergency response capabilities and 
plans. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As indicated in Section 3.8.4.3, the Utah Industrial Depot maintains a Fire and 
Hazardous Material Emergency Response Plan for fire, hazardous materials releases, and other 
emergencies.  Arrangements for upgrades to the facility and other services (e.g., security, emergency 
response, and monitoring) that are necessary for maintaining the mercury stockpile would be a matter of 
business negotiations by the Utah Industrial Depot and DNSC as the prospective tenant. 
 
As discussed in Section 3.8.4.3, small leaks would be managed on site by trained technicians.  The depot 
would fulfill initial responsibilities by notifying the Tooele City Fire Department, Tooele County Hazmat, 
and/or emergency medical personnel through 911 emergency reporting.  As discussed in Section 3.8.10.5, 
the first calls for assistance would go to the Tooele City Fire Department, located approximately 3 mi 
(4.8 km) from the depot.  The Tooele Army Depot Fire Department would be a secondary responder.  
DNSC would be responsible for the cost of the cleanup, and the proper disposal of waste generated as a 
result of an emergency situation involving the mercury stockpile.   
 
EP-1. ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS, PERMITS, AND CONSULTATIONS – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors asked who would provide regulatory oversight of a mercury 
storage facility.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC mercury will remain U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) property, and DoD 
will continue to fund and oversee the mercury storage operations.  The storage facility would be required 
to comply with all applicable Federal and state laws and regulations. 
 
EP-2. ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS, PERMITS, AND CONSULTATIONS – WALKER RIVER 

AGREEMENT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The Walker River Paiute Tribe believed that the agreement settling the case of the 
United States and the Walker River Paiute Tribe versus the Southern Pacific Transportation Company 
prohibits the shipment of mercury by rail across the Reservation. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The agreement restricts the transportation of radioactive nuclear waste over the 
railway.  The agreement contains no other restriction on the type of material that can be shipped. 
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LU-1. LAND USE AND VISUAL RESOURCES – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned that mercury storage would be unsightly and could affect 
farmland near the storage site. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Chapter 4, none of the alternatives would likely affect offsite land 
uses and viewsheds from public vantage points in the vicinity of the storage location. 
 
LU-2. LAND USE AND VISUAL RESOURCES – UTAH INDUSTRIAL DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned that mercury storage at the Utah Industrial Depot would 
not be consistent with land use plans. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Section 3.8.9.1, mercury storage is consistent with zoning for the 
Utah Industrial Depot. 
 
NP-1. NEPA PROCESS/ADEQUACY – GENERAL  
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors were concerned that the Draft MM EIS did not meet the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  A commentor questioned if the proper 
environmental issues were evaluated. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC prepared the MM EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA 
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related Council on Environmental Quality and DNSC implementation 
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and DLAR 1000.22, respectively).  The MM EIS provides a 
comprehensive description of excess mercury management alternatives and their potential impacts on the 
natural and manmade environment.  As described in Section 4.1, impact analyses were performed for all 
disciplines where the potential exists for effects on the environment.  These include: meteorology, air 
quality and noise, waste management, socioeconomics, human health and ecological risk from normal 
operations, human health and ecological risk from facility accidents, transportation, geology and soils, 
water resources, ecological resources, cultural resources, land use and visual resources, infrastructure, and 
environmental justice.  DNSC has analyzed each environmental resource area in a consistent manner 
across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the alternatives and among the sites.  The 
environmental analyses are based on information collected and evaluated using sound scientific 
principles. 
 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) requires the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) to review and comment in writing on the environmental effects of agency proposals.  EPA 
reviewed and rated the Draft MM EIS and assigned a Lack of Objections (LO) rating to the proposed 
action.  An LO is EPA’s best rating.  EPA did not identify any significant environmental concerns related 
to DNSC’s Preferred Alternative.  EPA’s review states that the Draft MM EIS provides adequate 
documentation and suitable analysis upon which to base a decision.  A copy of the EPA letter (Comment 
Document No. 27) is included in the written comments in Chapter 2 of this volume. 
 
NP-2. NEPA PROCESS/ADEQUACY – U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) assigned a Lack of Objections (LO) 
rating to the Draft MM EIS. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE:  DNSC appreciates EPA’s LO rating for the Draft MM EIS. 
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NP-3. NEPA PROCESS/ADEQUACY – LOCAL EXPERTS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor suggested that local experts should have been consulted. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: While it may be true that local experts have useful information to contribute, and 
DNSC has welcomed such inputs, as a Federal agency, DNSC must evaluate all alternatives and 
candidate sites equally and objectively.  As required by the National Environmental Policy Act 
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the public comment process has provided the opportunity for local experts to be 
heard. 
 
NP-4. NEPA PROCESS/ADEQUACY – NO COMMENT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors stated that they had no comments on the MM EIS.  
 
DNSC RESPONSE:  DNSC acknowledges the commentors’ assessment of the Draft MM EIS. 
 
NP-5. NEPA PROCESS/ADEQUACY – SCHEDULE 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors asked why the MM EIS process was taking so long. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As a Federal agency, DNSC must comply with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), which requires the agency to identify and analyze the 
environmental impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives prior to making a decision.  In the case of 
mercury management, the identification and evaluation of alternatives was a lengthy process, especially 
the effort to identify additional candidate consolidation sites.  Once sites were identified and screened for 
inclusion in the EIS, the analysis has moved expeditiously and the NEPA process should be concluded in 
early 2004.  
 
OS-1. OTHER SITE ISSUES – COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The commentor provided suggestions for a number of ways to make a consolidated 
mercury storage site more acceptable to the local communities. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The commentor’s suggestions will be considered during the decisionmaking and 
implementation phases of the process. 
 
OS-2. OTHER SITE ISSUES – CONTAMINATION  
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors were concerned about mercury, arsenic, and lead contamination at 
the New Haven Depot. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Mercury, arsenic, and lead are naturally occurring elements and therefore may be 
present at low levels in the environment.  As described in Sections 3.2.5 and 3.2.6.1, no elevated 
concentrations of mercury were detected in the soil, surface water, or sediment samples at the New Haven 
Depot.  Elevated concentrations of lead were detected in soil and sediment samples.  These concentrations 
may be associated with outside storage of lead ingots.  Elevated concentrations of arsenic and lead are 
being investigated by the ongoing Environmental Restoration Program.  Where cleanup is determined to 
be necessary, it will be conducted in accordance with all applicable requirements. 
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OS-3. OTHER SITE ISSUES – OUT OF SCOPE 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors suggested that the depot be closed.  Others suggested that other 
commodities be removed from the existing storage locations.  Some commentors were concerned about 
non-DNSC wastes and hazardous materials in their communities.  Another commentor believed the 
incinerator at Tooele is not safe. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Requests for depot closure, other commodities stored at the depots, and management 
of other wastes and hazardous materials are beyond the scope of the MM EIS.  The purpose of the 
MM EIS is to provide environmental input to the decision on the management of DNSC’s excess mercury 
stockpile, conduct appropriate environmental studies before the action is taken, and obtain public input in 
the decisionmaking process. 
 
With regard to concerns about heavy metals storage, Congress has declared most DNSC commodities 
excess to U.S. defense needs, and since 1993, DNSC has been selling off the stockpile at a rate of about 
$500 million per year.  Therefore, the DNSC inventory is substantially reduced every year.  However, 
DNSC suspended sales of mercury in 1994 because of concerns expressed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency and Congress about accumulation of mercury in the global environment. 
 
OS-4. OTHER SITE ISSUES – RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned about the storage of radioactive materials at the New 
Haven Depot. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Storage of radioactive materials is beyond the scope of the MM EIS.  The New Haven 
Depot possesses a license from the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the storage of radioactive 
materials.  Columbium-tantalum ore is the only radioactive material currently stored at the depot.  This 
material is a slightly radioactive natural ore and not a nuclear waste.  
 
Baddeleyite ore contamination along the roads, rail scale, and railroad tracks was cleaned up in fiscal 
year 2003.  Cleanup of the former baddeleyite ore storage site is scheduled for fiscal year 2004. 
 
OS-5. OTHER SITE ISSUES – ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors were concerned about existing contamination at the current DNSC 
mercury storage locations.  Other commentors were concerned that mercury storage could slow cleanup 
activities at a given site. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Section 1.7.2, cleanup of existing environmental contamination at the 
DNSC depots is ongoing.  DNSC uses the four-step approach required under the Defense Environmental 
Restoration Program.  The goal is to identify and characterize contamination and restore depot property.  
The first two steps focus on identifying possible environmental problems.  The three DNSC depots (New 
Haven, Somerville, and Warren) are currently at the third step, where the investigations are being 
expanded to define the nature and extent of suspected contamination.  The fourth step involves actual 
cleanup (remediation).  The environmental restoration process is progressing independent of the decision 
on mercury management. 
 
PO-1. POLICY (DLA, DNSC, DOE, EPA) – APPROVAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors believed that DNSC should get state approval to store mercury 
within the state. 
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DNSC RESPONSE: Since the beginning of the MM EIS process, DNSC has supported a vigorous public 
outreach program.  In addition to 12 public meetings, DNSC has provided information in the form of 
newsletters, fact sheets, reports, exhibits, and a Web site.  DNSC has also conducted briefings for state 
and local public officials in communities potentially affected by mercury management activities.  
Although state approval is not required, DNSC intends to continue to be accessible and to provide 
information as it completes the decisionmaking process.    
 
PO-2. POLICY (DLA, DNSC, DOE, EPA) – MERCURY 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors asked if DNSC planned on acquiring additional mercury. Other 
commentors suggested that DNSC should plan for storage of additional non-DNSC mercury that may be 
retired from the mercury thermometer collection programs and chlor-alkali plants. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The National Defense Stockpile is a congressionally mandated program established 
for the stockpiling of essential industrial materials.  Since Congress and the U.S. Department of Defense 
have declared mercury excess to current and anticipated needs, DNSC is focused on mercury disposition, 
not acquisition of additional inventory.  Expansion of the storage facility to handle other mercury and 
ownership of that material is beyond the scope of the MM EIS and this decision process.  DNSC is not 
now accepting or acquiring additional mercury from any source and has no authority or plans to accept or 
acquire additional mercury in the future.  However, private companies are free to purchase mercury to fill 
their requirements.  
 
The purpose of the MM EIS is to provide environmental input to the decision on the future management 
of DNSC stockpiled mercury.  The future retirement of other surplus mercury and the ownership of that 
material are beyond the scope of the MM EIS and DNSC decisionmaking authority.   
 
PO-3. POLICY (DLA, DNSC, DOE, EPA) – PRIVATIZATION 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned that a commercial facility would not be able to provide 
proper storage and security for the mercury stockpile. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The Federal Government has successfully privatized many operations and is 
confident that mercury storage at a commercial facility would be successful.  If consolidated storage at a 
commercial facility is selected, the mercury would continue to be owned, and its conditions monitored, by 
the Federal Government.  In addition, U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) facilities are periodically 
evaluated to determine if they continue to provide good value for the Federal Government, and ultimately 
the taxpayer.  There are no guarantees that DoD facilities will remain open.   
 
PP-1. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors were concerned that adequate public notification was not 
provided for the public meetings on the Draft MM EIS.  Some commentors were concerned that adequate 
public comment opportunities were not provided. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC is committed to communicating with the public to ensure that all affected 
communities have a full understanding of the proposed action and are given opportunities to participate in 
decisions that may affect them.  Throughout the MM EIS process DNSC has conducted a vigorous public 
outreach program to inform the public and solicit input: 12 public meetings have been held at seven 
locations around the country; information has been provided in newsletters, fact sheets, exhibits, 
presentations, and a Web site (www.mercuryeis.com); and toll-free telephone and fax lines are available 
for comments and questions.   
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The Draft MM EIS public comment period was announced in local newspapers along with the public 
meeting time and place.  In addition, postcards were mailed to persons living near the potentially affected 
sites to inform them of the public meeting and the comment period.  The National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) regulations mandate a minimum 45-day comment period after the 
publication of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Notice of Availability of a draft EIS to 
provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the Draft MM EIS.  The comment period on the 
Draft MM EIS that began on April 11, 2003, allowed the public more than twice the required number of 
days to comment.  In order to provide interested parties with additional time to comment, the deadline for 
transmittal of comments was extended informally from July 18, 2003 (as stated in the Federal Register 
notice), to September 2, 2003.  In addition, DNSC continued to address comments received after 
September 2 to the extent practicable in preparing the Final MM EIS.  DNSC also participated in several 
meetings after the initial public meeting about the Draft MM EIS to address concerns expressed by the 
citizens of Utah.  
 
Various means of communication (mail, toll-free telephone and fax lines, and Web site) have been 
provided to facilitate public comment.  It is DNSC policy to encourage public input on these matters of 
national and international importance.  DNSC is committed to providing the public with comprehensive 
environmental reviews of its proposed actions in accordance with NEPA and intends to continue to be 
accessible and to provide information as it completes the decisionmaking process. 
 
PP-2. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION – COMMENTS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor asked that DNSC consider the attached comments. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), any 
comments received during the public comment period will be considered in preparing the Final MM EIS. 
 
PP-3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION – EXTENSION OF COMMENT PERIOD 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors asked for an extension of the public comment period.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Because of requests for additional time to review and comment on the Draft MM EIS, 
DNSC informally extended the timeframe for submitting comments from July 18, 2003 (as stated in the 
Federal Register notice), to September 2, 2003.  DNSC continued to address late comments to the extent 
practicable in preparing the Final MM EIS. 
 
PP-4. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION – NEW HAVEN DEPOT  
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor questioned how many New Haven residents cared enough about the 
proposed consolidated mercury storage at the New Haven Depot to provide comments. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE:  Approximately 140 people submitted registration forms for the public meeting in 
New Haven, Indiana, on the Draft MM EIS; a substantial number of attendees did not submit forms.  
Sixty-five presented oral comments and approximately 40 written comments were received from the New 
Haven area.  In addition, two petitions were circulated strongly opposing the consolidated storage of 
mercury at the New Haven Depot (see Table 2–2 of the Comment Response Document) that collected a 
total of 677 signatures.  Not taking into account that some individuals provided multiple comments and/or 
may have signed the petition, approximately 782 people provided comments.  The population of New 
Haven Depot City was estimated to be 12,406 in 2000.  Assuming all the commentors reside within the 
city boundaries, this approximation represents 6 percent of the population provided comments. 
 



Final Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement 

 

2–338  

PP-5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION – PHONE CALL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors asked that someone at DNSC contact them. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC contacted these commentors as requested.  
 
PP-6. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION – NOTIFICATION 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A tenant was concerned that they hadn’t been notified of the possible mercury storage 
at the Utah Industrial Depot. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Utah Industrial Depot’s communication policies are beyond the scope of the MM EIS.  
DNSC is committed to communicating with the public to ensure that all affected communities have a full 
understanding of the proposed action and has provided numerous opportunities for the public to 
participate in decisions that may affect them.  DNSC participated in several meetings in the Salt Lake and 
Tooele City area with state, local, and emergency management officials to provide an understanding of 
the site evaluation process and DNSC’s mercury storage operations. 
 
PN-1. PURPOSE, NEED, AND TIMING – DEPOT CLOSURE 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors were concerned that long-term storage of mercury at the existing 
depots is not consistent with plans to close the depots. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: In conjunction with selling off or disposing of most of its materials, DNSC is 
planning for closure of its depots by 2020 or earlier.  Section 1.2.1 lists the projected closure dates of the 
DNSC storage depots and states that the decision on the future management of the mercury stockpile will 
consider, among other factors, the closure plans.  Also noted is that the final decision on mercury 
management could require that one or more depots remain open.   
 
PN-2. PURPOSE, NEED, AND TIMING – OTHER MERCURY 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors asked where the DNSC mercury originated, why it had been 
acquired, and if DNSC planned to acquire or accept additional mercury.  Other commentors were 
concerned about the United States importing mercury when more than enough is being recovered by 
recycling.  Another commentor asked when mercury had last been sold from the stockpile. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Sections 1.1 and 2.1, DNSC stores approximately 4,890 tons 
(4,436 metric tons) of elemental mercury in the National Defense Stockpile.  The materials in the 
National Defense Stockpile were acquired so that in times of national emergency the United States would 
not have to depend on foreign sources for strategic and critical materials.  DNSC mercury was acquired 
from domestic sources, Canada, Chile, Italy, Japan, Mexico, and Spain.  The mercury, which has been 
declared excess to defense needs, is 99.5 to 99.9 percent pure.  Mercury of this quality is currently bought 
and sold in the open market for uses that include barometers, blood pressure monitors, electric switches, 
light bulbs, dental fillings, and medicines.  As described in Section 1.2.2, DNSC sold a total of 
50,342 flasks of mercury between 1979 and 1994 generating over 8.4 million dollars in revenue.   
 
The MM EIS addresses management of DNSC mercury exclusively.  DNSC is not now accepting or 
acquiring additional mercury from any source and has no authority or plans to accept or acquire additional 
mercury in the future.  Expansion of the storage facility to handle other mercury and ownership of that 
material is beyond the scope of the MM EIS and this decision process.  However, private companies are 
free to purchase mercury to fill their requirements.  
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DNSC does not have information about the number of companies that mine mercury.  However, as 
discussed in Section 2.2.3.2, the leading producers of mercury in 2002 were Spain, Kyrgyzstan, and 
Algeria.  Mercury is no longer mined in the United States, although small amounts are still produced as a 
byproduct of mining other metals. 
 
PN-3. PURPOSE, NEED, AND TIMING – OUT OF SCOPE 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor suggested activities (i.e., resolution to stop mercury production in other 
countries) that DNSC should pursue. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Such activities suggested are beyond the scope of the MM EIS or the purview of 
DNSC.   
 
PN-4. PURPOSE, NEED, AND TIMING – SCHEDULE 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A number of commentors questioned why DNSC is taking so long to complete the 
MM EIS and requested that the mercury be removed immediately from their communities.  Other 
commentors asked when the EIS process would be complete and how long it would take to ship the 
mercury. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC is prohibited by the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.) from removing mercury from the existing storage locations until the EIS process has been 
completed.  The Final MM EIS is currently scheduled for publication in early 2004.  The Record of 
Decision (ROD) can be published no earlier than 30 days after the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Notice of Availability for the Final MM EIS is published in the Federal Register.  If the 
preferred alternative (consolidated storage) is selected, the ROD may or may not specify one of the 
candidate sites analyzed in the MM EIS.  If one of the candidate sites is not specified, additional time 
would be needed to identify another storage location and, possibly, to prepare additional environmental 
documentation.  Section 2.2.2 notes that DNSC anticipates it will require approximately one year to stage 
and move the mercury to a consolidated storage site. 
 
RP-1. RELATED PROGRAMS/DOCUMENTS – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor asked that DNSC consider the attached documents. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC acknowledges the submission of documents for review and will include them 
in the MM EIS Administrative Record. 
 
RE-1. RISK – ECOLOGICAL – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors were concerned about the impacts of mercury management 
activities on ecological resources near the candidate sites. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: All mercury storage locations would have approved Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plans and Installation Spill Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response to 
a spill is made.  State and local emergency response teams would be aware of the mercury storage. 
 
As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5, there would be negligible ecological risk from 
mercury management activities during normal operations.  In the event of a facility accident, airborne 
transport could result in negligible-to-moderate risks to plants and animals.  Moderate risks would result 
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from wet deposition.  However, wet deposition could occur only during a rain, making such an event 
unlikely.   
 
The likelihood that a traffic accident would occur near the mercury storage site is low.  Risks to plants 
and animals from transporting mercury under the Consolidated Storage and Sales Alternatives are 
negligible to high for the entire route traveled.  The moderate-to-high ecological risks would occur if an 
accident with fire occurred during a rain event, which is unlikely.   
 
RE-2. RISK – ECOLOGICAL – NEW HAVEN DEPOT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A few commentors were concerned about the impacts of mercury management 
activities on ecological resources near the New Haven Depot, including wetlands and water bodies such 
as Ashley Lake. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: According to Section 3.2.6.1, Ashley Lake is approximately 0.5 mi (0.8 km) from the 
New Haven Depot, and there are several wetlands in the vicinity.  The lack of water flow from the depot 
to Ashley Lake and the wetlands would provide some protection of the ecosystem in the unlikely event of 
a spill.  Mercury in dry soil can be cleaned up more readily than mercury in a stream, lake, or wetland, 
and it takes a long time for elemental mercury in dry soil to be transformed into more toxic forms.  The 
New Haven Depot has an approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan and Installation 
Spill Contingency Plan to ensure that the appropriate response to a spill is made.  State and local 
emergency response teams are aware of the mercury storage. 
 
As described in Section 4.3.4 and summarized in Section 2.5.1.4, there would be negligible ecological 
risk from mercury management activities during normal operations.  Section 4.3.5 states that in the event 
of an accident, airborne transport could result in negligible-to-moderate risks to plants and animals.  
Moderate risks would result from wet deposition.  However, wet deposition could occur only during a 
rain, making such an event unlikely.  Section 4.3.6 evaluates scenarios for truck and rail transportation 
accidents.  The likelihood that a traffic accident would occur near the New Haven Depot is low.  Risks to 
plants and animals from transporting mercury under the Consolidated Storage and Sales Alternatives are 
negligible to high for the entire route traveled.  The moderate-to-high ecological risks would occur if the 
accident with fire occurred during a rain event, which is unlikely.   
 
RA-1. RISK – HUMAN HEALTH – ACCIDENTS – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors were concerned about the potential for adverse environmental and 
human health effects of accidents caused by natural disasters or human error.  They referred to small 
spills and leaks of mercury and larger releases due to fire or natural disasters (e.g., tornados and 
earthquakes).  Some were particularly concerned about the proximity of the storage facilities to populated 
areas.  Some commentors were concerned that adequate emergency response capability is not available to 
respond to an accident involving mercury.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC has safely stored mercury for more than 50 years and has taken additional 
precautions to ensure that it continues to be stored safely over the next 40 years by overpacking the 
mercury in steel drums and making modifications to the storage buildings.  This experience and these 
protective measures make it likely that normal (incident-free) operations would continue at the storage 
facilities.  As discussed in Section 4.2.1.5, there have not been any spills of mercury resulting in 
environmental contamination over the decades in which the mercury stockpile has been maintained.   
 
The Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental 
Impact Statement was performed to support the MM EIS (DLA 2004).  This risk assessment was 
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performed using exposure limits and risk assessment guidance published by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency and other recognized Federal agencies and health organizations.  The results of this 
risk assessment are included in the MM EIS.  As described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5 of 
the MM EIS, risks to the public from mercury released during facility accidents would be negligible to 
low at any of the candidate sites for all the alternatives considered.  Mercury vapors that might escape 
from the storage facility after an accident would be diluted to low concentrations before reaching the 
public.  This includes mercury that could be released during natural disasters such as earthquakes and 
tornadoes, and human-initiated spills, leaks, and other events such as aircraft crashes.  Further, DNSC has 
prepared a risk analysis of a deliberate aircraft crash and conducted vulnerability assessments to ensure 
that the mercury storage depots remain safe and secure.  These internal reports, which indicate that the 
mercury stockpile is not a likely target for terrorists, are not available to the public for security reasons.  
 
Populations residing near the candidate sites are unlikely to face a major public health threat.  This is 
because the risks are already negligible to low for an individual member of the public under the worst 
conditions that can reasonably be expected, and thus the risks for the general public would be even lower.  
As discussed in Section 4.2.1.5, the frequency (hence the risk) of an aircraft crash resulting in a release of 
mercury would be negligible for any of the current and proposed mercury storage locations.   
 
As described in the Chapter 4 water resources subsections, plans are in place should a leak or spill occur.  
The mercury storage sites have approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plans and 
Installation Spill Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response to a spill is made.  DNSC 
maintains equipment and trains the workforce at its mercury storage locations to respond to mercury 
spills.  State and local emergency response teams are aware of the mercury storage.  Should there be a 
mercury spill, it would be cleaned up to applicable standards. 
 
RA-2. RISK – HUMAN HEALTH – ACCIDENTS – TERRORIST 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors were concerned about the potential for adverse human health 
effects of sabotage of the mercury storage facilities.  Some commentors referred to attacks on the World 
Trade Center and the Pentagon, as support for their concerns.   
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC provides armed security, perimeter fencing, and closely controlled access at 
the existing storage depots.  DNSC also works with local authorities to ensure that even the most unlikely 
scenarios would be handled properly.  DNSC has prepared a risk analysis of a deliberate aircraft crash and 
conducted vulnerability assessments to ensure that the mercury storage depots remain safe and secure.  
These internal reports, which indicate that the mercury stockpile is not a likely target for terrorists, are not 
available to the public for security reasons.  Comparable security measures would be implemented at a 
new storage location. 
 
RA-3. RISK – HUMAN HEALTH – ACCIDENTS – TORNADO 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned about a tornado picking up the mercury flasks and 
dropping them on his house. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: A violent tornado (F4 or F5 on the Fujita Tornado Damage Scale) has wind speeds 
between 207 and 318 mph (333 to 512 km/hr).  Less than 2 percent of all tornados are violent tornados.  
A tornado of this magnitude would likely demolish most wood frame structures in its path.   
 
According to recent work by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Severe Storms 
Laboratory, the probability of a violent tornado hitting within 25 mi (40 km) of the New Haven Depot and 
the Warren Depot, is 5.5×10-4/yr and 2.7×10-4/yr, respectively. The probability of a violent tornado hitting 
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within 25 mi (40 km) of the Somerville Depot, U.S. Department of Energy’s Y–12 site, Hawthorne Army 
Depot, PEZ Lake Development, and Utah Industrial Depot, is 1.4×10-4/yr or approximately once in 
10,000 years.  The probability of a violent tornado hitting a particular spot within the 25-mi (40-km) area 
is even lower.  Therefore, the probability that a violent tornado would hit the mercury storage building is 
low. 
 
Section 4.2.1.5 describes the human health risk from facility accidents such as earthquakes and tornados.  
Risk to workers in the immediate vicinity of the spill would be low.  Risk to the public outside the 
mercury storage building would be negligible. 
 
RN-1. RISK – HUMAN HEALTH – NORMAL OPERATIONS – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors expressed concerns about risks to public health and safety from 
storing the mercury, while others thought that the mercury is safely stored.  Some commentors were 
concerned about the risk of cancer from exposure to mercury. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC has safely stored mercury for more than 50 years.  As discussed in 
Section 4.2.1.5, no mercury has reportedly escaped from any of the mercury storage buildings, and there 
is no known member of the public that has been affected at any of the existing storage locations.  Because 
mercury is a hazardous material, DNSC imposes strict controls to prevent exposure or release to the 
environment or to personnel working in the storage locations.  DNSC would maintain the mercury storage 
buildings in compliance with applicable environmental, safety, and health requirements. 
 
The Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental 
Impact Statement was performed to support the MM EIS (DLA 2004).  This risk assessment was 
performed using exposure limits and risk assessment guidance published by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and other recognized Federal agencies and health organizations.  EPA has 
concluded that available data does not support classification of elemental mercury as a human carcinogen, 
meaning that mercury probably does not cause cancer.   
 
The results of this risk assessment are included in the MM EIS.  As described in Chapter 4 and 
summarized in Section 2.5 of the MM EIS, risks to the general public from normal operations would be 
negligible at any of the candidate sites for all the alternatives considered.   
 
RN-2. RISK – HUMAN HEALTH – NORMAL OPERATIONS – CUMULATIVE 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors were concerned about the cumulative impacts of mercury 
management activities when added to other activities occurring near the candidate sites. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Table ES–4 presents a summary of cumulative impacts for potential mercury 
management locations.  Cumulative impacts analysis evaluates the potential effect of an action when 
combined with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
(Federal or non-Federal), private industry, or individual undertakes such other actions.  As indicated in 
Table ES–4, increased development around the Somerville Depot and Utah Industrial Depot could result 
in moderate impacts to air quality, transportation infrastructure, employment, site infrastructure, and land 
use.  Redevelopment of the PEZ Lake Development and Utah Industrial Depot could result in moderate 
impacts to transportation infrastructure, employment, site infrastructure, and land use.  Cumulative 
impacts related to human health risk from normal operations would be negligible at all candidate sites. 
 
Section 4.7.3.7.3 describes estimated cumulative impacts that include consideration of other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions occurring near the Utah Industrial Depot.  There is no evidence 
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of significant emissions of mercury or other similar hazardous compounds near the depot, and therefore 
there is no indication of cumulative human health effects that would be impacted by mercury storage. 
 
RN-3. RISK – HUMAN HEALTH – NORMAL OPERATIONS – SENSITIVE INDIVIDUALS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned that mercury exposure to sensitive individuals was not 
accounted for. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE:  Section 1.1.1 of the Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report for the 
Mercury Management Environmental Impact Statement (DLA 2004) states that the reference dose (RfD) 
and reference concentrations (RfC) used in estimating human health risk from long-term exposure to 
mercury include consideration of sensitive subgroups.  Likewise the Emergency Response Planning 
Guideline (ERPG-2) used in estimating human health risk from short-term exposure resulting from an 
accident, is believed to be protective of all except a few hyper-susceptible members of the population.   
 
RT-1. RISK – TRANSPORTATION – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors were concerned about the potential for adverse environmental 
and human health effects of transporting the mercury stockpile, including vehicle accidents. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Mercury has been transported as a common industrial commodity for many years.  
DNSC mercury in storage is currently overpacked at all locations except the U.S. Department of Energy’s 
Y–12 site.  No decision regarding transportation of mercury at Y–12, including whether it would be 
overpacked prior to shipment, has been made.   
 
Transportation of mercury would be in accordance with the U.S. Department of Transportation hazardous 
material shipping requirements for using commercial truck and rail routes.  DNSC would comply with 
any requirements for notification of state and local officials and emergency response personnel.  In order 
to reduce the risk of terrorist activities, DNSC has not identified specific transportation routes.   
 
Section 4.3.1 lists the numbers of truck or rail shipments that would be needed to move the mercury to the 
consolidated storage sites.  Section 2.2.2 notes that it would take approximately one year to stage and 
move the mercury. 
 
Sections 4.4.1 and 4.5.1.1 list the numbers of truck or rail shipments that would be needed to transport the 
mercury under the Sales Alternative.  Section 4.4.1 states that for the Sale of Mercury at the Maximum 
Allowable Market Rate Alternative, the truck or rail trips would be expected to occur over a period of 
26 years.  Section 4.5.1.1 states that for the Sale of Mercury to Reduce Mercury Mining Alternative, the 
truck or rail trips would be expected to occur over a period of a few months.   
 
The Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report for the Mercury Management Environmental 
Impact Statement (DLA 2004) evaluates the potential consequences of truck and rail transportation for 
both the Consolidated Storage and Sales Alternatives.  The results of the transportation risk assessment 
are presented in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5 of the MM EIS.   
 
Risk is a function of both frequency and consequence, and the more miles traveled, the greater the 
opportunity for an accident to occur. However, the length of the trip does not affect the risk of an accident 
occurring at any given location, rather, it affects the chance that an accident will occur somewhere along 
the overall route.  Thus, although a longer trip increases the risk of an accident, the risk is the same at any 
given location.   
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The greatest risk to the public would result from a truck transportation accident resulting in a mercury 
spill and fire under the Sales Alternative.  This risk would be moderate if it were raining when the 
accident occurred.  For the Consolidated Storage Alternative, risk from this accident would be low if the 
accident occurred while it was raining.  The risk of a mechanically induced fatality occurring somewhere 
along the route would be moderate for the Sales Alternative and low for the Consolidated Storage 
Alternative. 
 
Ecological risks resulting from this postulated accident range from negligible to high, depending on the 
receptor organism and the weather.  High ecological risk would result under the Sales Alternative for 
certain ecological receptors, but only if it were raining at the time of the accident.  Moderate ecological 
risk would result for certain ecological receptors under the Consolidated Storage Alternative.  However, 
the probability that a fire would occur while it is raining and the limited area involved suggests that the 
ecological risks of transportation accidents are likely to be lower than estimated. 
 
RT-2. RISK – TRANSPORTATION – SPENT NUCLEAR FUEL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor suggested that mercury shipping containers should be subject to the 
same kind of rigorous testing as containers for spent nuclear fuel. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE:  Shipping of highly radioactive spent nuclear fuel is subject to much stricter standards 
than the shipping of industrial commodities such as mercury. 
 
RT-3. RISK – TRANSPORTATION – WALKER RIVER INDIAN RESERVATION 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: The Walker River Paiute Tribe is concerned about the transportation of mercury via 
rail or truck across the Walker River Indian Reservation. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As discussed in Section 2.3, DNSC’s preferred alternative is consolidated storage at 
one location.  However, no decision will be made until after the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s 
Notice of Availability for the Final MM EIS is published in the Federal Register.  Decisions on mercury 
management will be based on the environmental analyses presented in the MM EIS, including health and 
safety, security and socioeconomics.  Other factors such as cost, strategic considerations, and public 
input, including consultations with potentially affected Native American tribal governments will also be 
considered.  As indicated in Section 5.3.3, the consultation process may include government-to-
government meetings, interviews, and site visits, as appropriate.  DNSC will announce its decisions and 
approach to management of the excess mercury stockpile in the Record of Decision, which will be 
published no earlier than 30 days after publication of the Final MM EIS Notice of Availability. 
 
Section 4.3.6 evaluates reasonable scenarios for truck and rail transportation accidents.  The likelihood 
that a traffic accident would occur on the Reservation is low.  Risks to human health from transporting 
mercury to the Hawthorne Army Depot under the Consolidated Storage Alternative are negligible to low 
for the entire 770,816 mi (1,240,505 km) of roadway or 414,849 mi (667,633 km) of railway traveled.  
Risks to plants and animals would be negligible to moderate for the entire route traveled.  The moderate 
ecological risks would occur if the accident with fire occurred during a rain event, which is unlikely in a 
dry climate.  The portions of the truck and rail routes crossing the Reservation amount to approximately 
9,240 mi (14,870 km) and 5,616 mi (9,038 km), respectively, or approximately 1 percent of the total 
distance traveled.  Therefore, the limited probability that an accident with fire would occur while it is 
raining, the relatively short transportation distances across the Reservation, and the negligible risk from 
spills without a fire, suggests that the risks from transportation accidents are likely to be lower than that 
estimated in the MM EIS. 
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SE-1. SOCIOECONOMICS – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors were concerned that socioeconomic impacts were not evaluated. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Existing socioeconomic conditions at the candidate sites are described in Chapter 3. 
Socioeconomic impacts were analyzed for each of the alternatives as described in Chapter 4 and 
summarized in Section 2.5.1.3.  Results indicate that the alternatives would likely have negligible 
socioeconomic impacts at the potentially affected sites, except for the Sale of Mercury to Reduce Mercury 
Mining Alternative that could have moderate impacts near the mercury mine and refinery from reduced 
employment. 
 
SE-2. SOCIOECONOMICS – PROPERTY VALUES AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A number of commentors were concerned about impacts on property values due to a 
negative perception of mercury storage.  Others were concerned about discouraging more desirable 
development in the region.  Some commentors were concerned about their community being labeled a 
“dumping ground” for wastes and other hazardous materials. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC has worked with the public throughout the EIS process to help them 
understand the potential risks presented by the mercury management alternatives so that opinions can be 
formulated based on facts and not perception.  DNSC has safely stored mercury for more than 50 years 
and has taken additional precautions to ensure that it continues to be stored safely over the next 40 years 
by overpacking the mercury in steel drums and making modifications to the storage buildings.  
Sections 1.2.3 and 2.2.1 describe mercury storage at the existing locations.  Potential human health risks 
from normal operations and facility accidents at each of the candidate sites are described in Sections 4.3.4 
and 4.3.5 and summarized in Sections 2.5.1.4 and 2.5.1.5.  The analyses indicate that there is 
negligible-to-low risk to the general public associated with consolidated mercury storage at any of the 
candidate sites.  As noted in Chapter 4, there would be no new construction, as existing warehouses 
would be used for consolidated storage so there would be no physical evidence that operations have 
changed. 
 
SB-1. STORAGE BUILDING DESIGN AND OPERATION – GENERAL  
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors expressed concern that the storage buildings are not appropriate for 
mercury storage.  Some questioned the mercury packaging and leak containment provisions, while others 
questioned whether the buildings are secure.  However, some commentors believe that the mercury is 
safely stored.  
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC has safely stored mercury for more than 50 years and has taken additional 
precautions to ensure that it continues to be stored safely over the next 40 years by overpacking the 
mercury in steel drums and making modifications to the storage buildings.  As described in Section 2.2.1, 
mercury at the DNSC depots is stored in 76-lb (34-kg) capacity flasks sealed in airtight 30-gal (114-l) 
drums.  The flasks are separated by dividers inside the drums and rest on an absorbent mat that doubles as 
cushioning material.  Flasks are enclosed in plastic bags and sealed with wire ties.  Drum lids have 
half-inch rubber gaskets, and a steel locking ring is bolted in place to seal the drum lid.  The drums rest on 
catch trays on wooden pallets on sealed floors.  As described in Section 4.2.1.5, the catch trays can 
contain the contents of several flasks.  Floor curbing was recently installed in the mercury storage 
buildings at the New Haven, Somerville and Warren depots.  Therefore, leakage of mercury in an amount 
sufficient to escape the warehouse is unlikely.  Should an emergency occur, the mercury storage sites 
would have approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plans and Installation Spill 
Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response is made. 
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As described in Section 2.2.4, periodic inspections would ensure that mercury storage containers are in 
good condition and leak free.  Any defects in the packaging would be quickly corrected.  Inspections 
would be conducted by appropriately trained DNSC or contract personnel.   
 
Warehouses would be kept locked except for inspections and other periodic maintenance work.  In 
addition to security, perimeter fencing, and closely controlled access, DNSC would work with local 
authorities to ensure that even the most unlikely scenarios would be handled properly.  
 
DNSC would require comparable levels of protection at any storage location.  The costs of providing this 
protection could be a consideration in site selection should DNSC decide on consolidation at a single site. 
 
SB-2. STORAGE BUILDING DESIGN AND OPERATION – TEMPERATURE 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors were concerned about mercury vapors escaping the mercury 
storage containers due to elevated temperatures.  One commentor suggested that mercury could not be 
stored in buildings where the temperature exceeds 70 °F (21 °C).  A commentor asked if the mercury 
storage buildings would be air conditioned. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The March 5, 2001, Federal Register Notice was prepared before the mercury storage 
flasks were placed in airtight 30-gal (114-l) drums (overpacked).  In the event that a flask should leak, this 
airtight overpacking should prevent the release of mercury vapor to the environment at the range of 
temperatures expected within the warehouse.  Periodic inspections, including mercury vapor sampling, 
would also ensure that mercury vapor would be detected, in the unlikely event that it should escape from 
the drums.   
 
Although the temperature of the storage facilities will be considered when making the mercury 
management decision, it is no longer considered a requirement for mercury storage.  Note that mercury 
boils at 674 °F (357 °C). 
 
There are no plans to air condition mercury storage buildings. 
 
SB-3. STORAGE BUILDING DESIGN AND OPERATION – LEAKS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Some commentors asked when leaks had occurred at the existing mercury storage 
locations. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: As described in Sections 3.2.4.2 and 3.4.4.2, the most recent leaks of mercury at the 
New Haven and Warren depots occurred in 2002 and 1998, respectively.  The leaks occurred by seepage 
through failed welds of several flasks of an old design.  There were no reportable releases nor 
environmental contamination as a result of these leaks.  DNSC is not aware of any leaks at the Somerville 
Depot or at the U.S. Department of Energy’s Y–12 site.   
 
With completion of the overpacking project in 2002, mercury at the DNSC depots is now stored in 76-lb 
(34-kg) capacity flasks sealed in 30-gal (114-l) drums.  The flasks are separated by dividers inside the 
drums and rest on an absorbent mat that doubles as cushioning material.  Flasks are enclosed in plastic 
bags and sealed with wire ties.  Drum lids have half-inch rubber gaskets, and a steel locking ring is bolted 
in place to seal the drum lid.  The drums rest on catch trays on wooden pallets.  As described in 
Section 4.2.1.5, the catch trays can contain the contents of several flasks.   
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SB-4. STORAGE BUILDING DESIGN AND OPERATION – LOGISTICS 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned about the logistics of DNSC managing mercury storage 
at remote locations. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Monitoring and maintenance requirements are described in Section 2.2.4.  As 
described in Section 1.2.1, DNSC currently manages the logistics associated with storage of 56 
commodities at government and private industry properties nationwide.  DNSC commonly and 
successfully manages materials at locations remote to its Headquarters in Fort Belvoir, Virginia, or staffed 
depots.  Management and logistics will be considered in making the mercury management decision. 
 
WM-1. WASTE MANAGEMENT – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Many commentors suggested that the DNSC mercury is a hazardous waste. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC materials are industrial commodities that are being stored for future use; 
therefore, despite some hazardous properties, they are not wastes.  DNSC mercury is not a waste but is a 
marketable material that is 99.5 to 99.9 percent pure.  Mercury of this quality is currently bought and sold 
on the open market for uses such as thermometers, barometers, blood pressure monitors, switches, light 
bulbs, dental fillings, and medicines, among others.  As described in Section 1.1, mercury is designated a 
hazardous substance under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), Section 112 
of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), and 49 CFR 172.101 of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation hazardous materials regulations.   
 
WR-1. WATER RESOURCES – GENERAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: Several commentors were concerned about the impacts of mercury management 
activities on surface water and groundwater resources including sources of drinking water. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: Potential impacts on water resources for the mercury management alternatives are 
described in Chapter 4 and summarized in Section 2.5.1.7.  These analyses indicate a negligible risk to 
water resources from mercury storage because safeguards are in place to ensure that mercury spills or 
leaks do not reach soils or surfaces where they could be conveyed to surface waters or groundwater.   
 
As described in Section 2.2.1, mercury at the DNSC depots is stored in 76-lb (34-kg) capacity flasks 
sealed in airtight 30-gal (114-l) drums.  The flasks are separated by dividers inside the drums and rest on 
an absorbent mat that doubles as cushioning material.  Flasks are enclosed in plastic bags and sealed with 
wire ties.  Drum lids have half-inch rubber gaskets, and a steel locking ring is bolted in place to seal the 
drum lid.  The drums rest on catch trays on wooden pallets on sealed floors.  As described in 
Section 4.2.1.5, the catch trays can contain the contents of several flasks.  Floor curbing was recently 
installed in the mercury storage buildings at the New Haven, Somerville and Warren depots.  Therefore, 
leakage of mercury in an amount sufficient to escape the warehouse is unlikely.  Should an emergency 
occur, the mercury storage sites have approved Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plans and 
Installation Spill Contingency Plans to ensure that the appropriate response is made. 
 
WR-2. WATER RESOURCES – APPROVAL 
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor noted that formal approval by the Indiana Department of Natural 
Resource’s Division of Water is not required. 
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DNSC RESPONSE: DNSC appreciates the Indiana Department of Natural Resource’s review of mercury 
management alternatives proposed for the New Haven Depot.   
 
WR-3. WATER RESOURCES – UTAH INDUSTRIAL DEPOT  
 
ISSUE SUMMARY: A commentor was concerned that impacts to the aquifer beneath the Utah Industrial 
Depot had not been considered. 
 
DNSC RESPONSE: The MM EIS analysis of water resources encompassed the Tooele Valley and 
adjacent areas that serve as points of recharge to the basin-fill aquifers underlying the valley.  As stated in 
Section 3.8.6.2, the Tooele Valley contains one of the principal basin-fill aquifers in Utah.  The direction 
of groundwater flow within this aquifer and beneath the Tooele Valley is generally northward toward 
discharge areas about 6 mi (9.6 km) north of the Utah Industrial Depot along the margin of the Great Salt 
Lake.  Water levels in supply wells for the Tooele Army Depot and the Utah Industrial Depot range from 
about 200 ft (61 m) to over 700 ft (213 m) below the ground surface. 
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